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ABSTRACT
Approximately three-fourths of all farms in Louisiana in 1974 were 
small farms with annual gross sales of agricultural products of at least 
$1,000 but less than $20,000. These farms accounted for 85.5 million 
dollars in farm sales in 1974. This study was originated to provide policy 
makers, county agents, agricultural scientists, and government and business 
organizations with information and methodology useful for assisting small 
farmers.
A block sampling technique was used to select a sample of 128 small 
farm operators in Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes that had $15,000 or 
less annual gross sales of agricultural products, worked off the farm less 
than 100 eight hour equivalent days, and had annual off-farm, income less 
than $10,000. Sample farm operators generally were 55 years old or older, 
had completed less than 9 years of formal education, operated an average 
of 33 acres and had been farming more than 30 years. The farmers generally 
made little use of credit or technical service, and were not active in 
civic, social or farm organizations. The relative importance of these and 
other factors to net returns to land, labor, capital, and management were 
tested using regression and correlation analysis. Generally, the variables 
showed low predictability of income.
The general objective was to determine the combination of farm 
enterprises and off-farm employment that would maximize family income. 
Linear programming was used to accomplish this objective. Crop and
xvi
livestock production enterprises, selling of agricultural products, hiring 
of services, and selling of family labor were activities included in the 
LP model. Restrictions included land, labor, farm enterprises, and off- 
farm employment opportunities. Two farm sizes were used for each sample, 
parish, one less than 20 acres and the other 20 or more acres.
Results from the LP analysis indicated that the relative income 
levels in the maximum income potential alternatives for similar size farms 
for the two parishes differed very little. However, the relative levels 
of income between the small size farms and the larger size farms in each 
parish were quite different. In both parishes and for both sizes of farms, 
off-farm employment provided over half of the family income for the maximum 
income potential alternatives. Off-farm employment also accounted for 
about half of net returns for small farmers in the sample. Without off- 
farm employment, the income levels of small farm families would be reduced 
by 15 to 28 percent.
Small farm operators in the study areas can improve their family 
incomes by changing their enterprise mix, even when enterprises are re­
stricted to those traditionally produced. Socio-economic, physical, and 
attitudlnal characteristics of small farmers and their families should be 
considered in any program designed to improve income levels of small farm 
operators.
xvii
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
In recent years, problems facing small farms in the United States 
have been the focal point of discussions by people in government, in Land- 
Grant Institutions, in other colleges and universities, in private organi­
zations, and in farm and farm related organizations. These people in their 
discussions raised such questions as: (a) what is a small farm, (b) what
role should small farms play in the production of agricultural products,
(c) what is the future of the small farm, (d) should we be concerned with 
small farms or people on small farms, and so forth?
Each of these questions could represent a major research problem. 
Thus, to address all the problems facing small farms in this country, 
requires an abundance of resources, including time. Since both time and 
resources are limited, this study will concentrate attention on selected 
problems (mostly income related) facing small farms in selected areas of 
Louisiana.
Statement of Problem
For the purpose of this study, a small farm was defined as a farm 
from which the annual gross sale of agricultural products was at least 
$1,000 but less than $20,000. It was observed from the 1974 Louisiana 
Census of Agriculture that small farms in Louisiana were declining. The 
probable causes and effects are numerous. It was believed that low levels
2of farm income received by operators of small farms1 relative to income 
levels of other farmers and other rural people was a major contributing 
factor to the demise of many of the small farms in Louisiana. This study 
was concerned with the alternatives that operators of small farms in 
selected areas of Louisiana have to improve their economic conditions.
To deal with this problem, two areas in Louisiana were selected as 
the study area. They were Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes, selected 
mainly because (1) they had a high concentration of small farms and 
(2) these farms were located within feasible commuting distances to sources 
of off-farm employment.
Problem Importance
Daly2 stated that "rapid changes in farming and related agricultural 
industries will extend the pell-mell decline in the number of smaller com­
mercial farm units '(represents a segment of the small farm sector).* The 
trend toward fewer farms and the associated changes underway in farm size 
will probably accelerate in the 1970fs almost without regard to changes in 
farm programs, prices, or incomes. The major drives back of these changes 
include technological developments in farming and related industries, 
capital and nonfarm resource inputs at relatively lower cost than labor 
and land, and economics of scale, particularly in marketing and purchas­
ing."
1Throughout this study, the terms operators of small farms, small 
farm operators, and small farmers are interchangeable and refer to those 
farmers that operate small farms.
2Daly, Rex F., J. A. Dempsey and C. W. Cobb, "Farm Numbers and Sizes 
in the Future". Size, Structure, and Future of Farming, Edited by Earl 
Heady and A. G. Bell. (Ames, Iowa: The Iowa Press, 1972), p. 314.
3The statements by Daly have national eminence but are applicable to 
local situations. For example, there were approximately 20 percent fewer 
farms in Louisiana in 1974 than in 1969; 33,240 compared to 42,269. Nearly 
all of this reduction in farm numbers occurred in the small farm sector. 
This report is concerned with providing a certain segment of the small farm 
operators with a set of alternatives to utilize their resources in a more 
efficient manner, which may present a further reduction in small farms.
The decision to research only a certain segment of the small farm 
population is directly related to the poverty issue of agriculture. Not 
all small farm operators have poverty-level incomes when both farm and non­
farm incomes are considered. Thus, the poverty issue led to concern in 
this study for only the small farms in which; (1) the annual gross sale of 
agricultural products did not exceed $15,000, (2) the farm operator worked 
less than 100 eight hour equivalent days off the farm, and (3) the farm 
family had an annual off farm income of less than $10,000. In taking this 
approach, the people problems as they relate to small farming activities 
can be emphasized, mainly because small farms are more people oriented in 
nature.
Research resources perhaps should be directed toward improving the 
economic ability of small farms and toward improving the economic condi­
tions of farm families on small farms. West and Schneeberger3 supported 
this idea. They stated, "if people problems rather than commodity problems 
are our real concern, then certainly small farms should be an important
3West, Jerry G. and Kenneth C. Schneeberger, "Research and Education 
Needs of Those Living on Small Farms: Production and Consumption Aspects".
The Missouri Small Farm Program. (Columbia, Missouri: Department of Agri­
cultural Economics, University of Missouri, 1972).
4clientele group for our research and educational efforts".
In addressing the issue of improving the economic conditions of 
families on small farms, factors other than increasing farm income must be 
considered. This is because merely increasing farm incomes of small 
farmers in most instances is not sufficient to significantly improve the 
economic conditions of the small farm families. Other alternatives such 
as off-farm employment must be considered. Hendrix'* supported this asser­
tion. He stated that "farm improvements and welfare are not sufficient to 
adequately raise low farm incomes. After changes in livestock and crop 
production, only a small proportion of income of the farm problem can be 
increased. Increasing the farmer's self-sufficiency would resolve another 
small increment of the problem since many services and goods require money 
exchange. Thus, off-farm occupations should be used as a method to help 
solve the problem. With less labor required in agriculture, some of the 
farmers '(and members of their families)' are free for other employment".
The above statements indicate the importance of off-farm employment 
in improving the economic conditions of small farmers. Small farmers are 
important to Louisiana. Approximately three-fourths (73 percent) of all 
the farms in the state of Louisiana in 197A were small farms. These farms 
accounted for more than 85.5 million dollars in farm sales in 197A. If 
these small farms were to cease to exist, the impact would be felt by 
Louisiana's economy.
Another aspect of the importance of this project is in terms of the 
usefulness of the findings and conclusions. This study will:
**Hendrix, W. E., "What to Do About Low Incomes in Agriculture". 
Journal of Farm Economics, Vol, 38 (December 1956).
51. Provide Policy Makers with information to evaluate the responses 
of small farmers to current programs and changing social and economic con­
ditions. This could facilitate the assessment of the effectiveness of 
programs and assist in planning new programs.
2. Provide Government and Business Organizations with useful infor­
mation that they can disseminate to small farmers. The research results 
can be used to evaluate management practices of small farmers and isolate 
new types of information that might be useful to farm operators.
3. Provide a methodology that might be useful in other settings to 
investigate the socio-economic aspects of agricultural production.
4. Provide research results useful to county agents, vocational 
agricultural teachers, other agricultural scientists, and others that are 
concerned with providing advice to small farmers, especially as it relates 
to on and off-farm adjustment.
Objectives
Specific objectives of this study were:
1. To identify and survey small farms in selected areas of Louisiana. 
This survey identified types of farming activity pursued, tenure of the farm 
operator, race of farm operator, and some social and economic characteris­
tics of the farm operator and his family.
2. To develop a precise inventory of resources and their usage on 
small farms in selected areas of Louisiana.
3. To determine the farming enterprise combinations and off-farm 
activities that maximize family income and/or welfare on small farms in 
selected areas of Louisiana.
6Literature Review
The literature on small farm research was categorized into two 
groups for review purposes. First, research projects concerned with small 
farm research in Louisiana were reviewed. The second part of the litera­
ture review included research studies conducted in areas other than Loui­
siana (referred to as 'Other Studies'). Most of the research studies on 
small farms have been descriptive in nature. Therefore most of the com­
parisons made will be of the descriptive nature.
Louisiana Studies: In reviewing the literature on small farm
research in Louisiana, there was no concise definition of a small farm 
identified. For instance, Bolton5 and Fielder5 defined a small farm as a 
place having less than one hundred acres of open land (along with various 
characteristics of the farm operator) used primarily for the production of 
agricultural products. On the other hand, annual gross sales of agricul­
tural products ranging from $50 to $9,999 were used in defining a small
5Bolton, Bill, Farm Income Predictions for Small Farms in the 
Central Louisiana Mixed Farming Area. D.A.E. Circular No. 308 (Baton 
Rouge, Louisiana: Agricultural Experiment Station, Louisiana State Uni­
versity, April 1962), pp. 5 and 7.
sFielder, Lonnie L., Jr., Optimum Farm Plans for Small Farms in the 
Mississippi River Delta of Louisiana. D.A.E. Circular No. 291 (Baton Rouge, 
Louisiana: Department of Agricultural Economics, Louisiana State Univer­
sity, July 1961), p. 5.
7farm by Roy and Tellez,7 Sullivan and Stech,8 Johnson,9 and Roy and 
Bordelon10. The definitions used by the latter group of authors are 
similar to the definition of a small farm as used in this study. However, 
because none of the definitions agree precisely with the definition used 
in this study, it is difficult to make accurate comparisons. Nevertheless, 
there are some comparisons that can be made that will give a general pic­
ture of the small farm sector in Louisiana.
One comparison that can be made is age of the small farm operator.
In most of the studies, the average age of the small farm operator was just 
over 50 years old, with more than two-thirds of the operators older than 45 
years. For example, in the study by Roy and Tellez11 two-thirds of the 
operators were between the ages of 45 and 64 years. Roy and Bordelon’s
7Roy, E. P. and F. J. Tellez, Socio-Economic Relationships Between 
Farmer Cooperatives and Low-Income Farmers in Louisiana-. D.A.E. Research 
Report No. 359 (Baton Rouge, Louisiana: Agricultural Experiment Station,
Louisiana State University, December 1966), p. 2.
8Sullivan, Gene D. and Curby G. Stech, Availability and Use of 
Credit on Small Commercial Farms in South Central Louisiana. D.A.E. Re­
search Report No. 386 (Baton Rouge, Louisiana: Agricultural Experiment
Station, Louisiana State University, December 1968), p. 1.
9Johnson, R. Bruce, Use of Credit and Other Resources by Low-Income 
Farmers, Macon Ridge Area Louisiana. D.A.E. Research Report No. 472 
(Baton Rouge, Louisiana: Agricultural Experiment Station, Louisiana State
University, June 1974), p. 9.
10Roy, Ewell P. and Floyd J. Bordelon, Economic Aspects of the Low-
Income Limited Resource Problem in Louisiana. D.A.E. Research Report No.
467 (Baton Rouge, Louisiana: Agricultural Experiment Station, Louisiana
State University, June 1974), p. 40.
xlRoy and Tellez, op. cit., p. 3.
12Roy and Bordelon, o£. cit., p. 55.
8findings were similar, with two-thirds of the small farm operators 45 
years old or older. Sullivan and Stech13 found that two-thirds of the 
samll farm operators were between the ages of 50 and 59 years. And 
Johnson11* found that 87 percent of the small farm operators were in the 
age group of 46 to 65 years old. In terms of black versus white, most 
studies showed that black small farm operators were slightly younger than 
white small farm operators. Sullivan and Stech15 found that the average 
age for black operators was 47.5 years compared to 55.3 years for white 
operators. However, Roy and Bordelon16 found just the opposite, but the 
difference in the age of the two groups was not as great. They found that 
the average age of all small farm operators were 49.9 years compared to 
50.9 years for blacks, which indicates that blacks were slightly older 
than whites.
A low level of formal education of the small farm operators .was 
another characteristic found in the research studies on small farms. 
Sullivan and Stech17 found that the small farm operators completed an 
average of 4.2 years of school with approximately 12 percent having no 
formal education. Their findings compare with an average of 6.3 years of 
formal education for small farm operators and just over 10 percent of the
13Sullivan and Stech, o£. cit., p. 10.
1!*Johnson, op. cit., p. 10.
15Sullivan and Stech, o£. cit., p. 10.
16Roy and Bordelon, oj>. cit., p. 55.
17Sullivan and Stech, o£. cit., p. 12.
9operators completing more than nine years of schooling in the study by 
Johnson.18
Farming experience, which in most instances is directly related to 
operators age, ranged from two to 50 years, with an average of 28.6 years, 
as reported by Sullivan and Stech.19 Johnson20 found that "most farm 
operators indicated they had lived and worked on a farm all of their 
lives". However, in terms of actual farm operation experience, he stated 
that "23.4 percent of the . . . operators indicated over 35 years of farm 
operation experience while 53.3 percent reported more than 25 years of 
experience in operating of farm business".
The authors of the above mentioned studies addressed several prob­
lems and provided some interesting conclusions. Roy and Tellez dealt with 
the low-income farm problem and recognized it to be "chronic and persis­
tent, having economic, political and sociological aspects".21 They con­
cluded that no single agency, method, process or program can cure or even 
alleviate the low-income farmer problem.
Sullivan and Stech22 addressed problems dealing with farm credit 
and its use. Their conclusions showed that small farmers had the neces­
sary collateral to obtain additional credit and that they knew where to 
obtain credit but the sources reported were not always those that offered 
the most favorable credit terms. Further, they concluded that small
18Johnson, o£. cit., p. 10.
19Sullivan and Stech, o£. cit., p. 10.
20Johnson, o£. cit., p. 10.
21Roy and Tellez, o£. cit., p. 41.
22Sullivan and Stech, ojj. cit., pp. 56 and 57.
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farmers could profitably use additional capital in their farm operations.
Johnson's23 study was concerned with the low-income problem of 
small farmers as it related to an insufficient quantity and improper use 
of resources. He concluded that small farmers needed training in the. 
basic skills of farm management.
Finally, Roy and Bordelon2** were concerned with the incidence of 
poverty in Louisiana. In reference to small farmers, they concluded that 
changing the enterprise mix, and encouraging the use of credit and techni­
cal services could help to reduce the incidence of poverty.
Other Studies: In general, the definitions of a small farm in these
studies are similar to those for Louisiana. That is, some level of gross 
farm income and some level of land were used in the definitions. But, 
there were differences that will be addressed.
One of these differences was an upper range of gross farm sales of 
$20,000. Ladewig,25 Schneeberger, Comer, and Edwards,26 Hanson and
23Johnson, op. cit., p. 51.
2lfRoy and Bordelon, o£. cit., p. 91.
25Ladewig, Howard, "The Small Farm Firm: Research and Education
Needs". Research Needs of Large and Small Farms, Proceedings of a Sympo­
sium of NCRS 1, St. Louis, Missouri, December 4, 5, 1974. (Urbana, 
Illinois: Department of Agricultural Economics, University of Illinois,
April 1975), p. 23.
26Schneeberger, K. C., S. L. Comer, and R. J. Edwards, Part-Time and 
Full-Time Farm Operators: Some Comparisons. Department Paper: 76-1
(Nashville, Tennessee: Department of Rural Development, Tennessee State
University, August 1976), p. 3.
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Spitze,27Moles and others,20 Bodenhomer,29 Stewart and others,30 Lewis,31 
and Woodworth, Comer, and Edwards32 all used annual gross farm sales 
ranging from $50 to $20,000 in their definitions of a small farm.
Another difference was that more than gross sales and land were 
more frequently used in defining small farms in the non-Louisiana than in 
the Louisiana studies. For example, Myers and others defined a small farm 
as "one on which the farm family relies on the farm income for all or a 
substantial portion of the family livelihood; and the farm family individn 
ally or in partnerships with other farm families controls and operates the 
farm, contributing at least half the farm labor except in peak seasons;
27Hanson, R. J. and R. G. F. Spitze, An Economic Analysis of Off- 
Farm Income in the Improvement of Illinois Farm Family Income. A.E.R.R.
No. 139 (Urbana-Champaign, Illinois: Department of Agricultural Economics/
Agricultural Experiment Station, University of Illinois, January 1976),
p.6.
28Moles, Jerry A. and Others, Family Operated Farms in Celusa 
County, California: A Preliminary Research Report: WRDC Discussion Paper
No. 5 (Corvallis, Oregon: Western Rural Development Center, Oregon State
University, April 1975), p. 3.
29Bodehomer, Schell H., Missouri Small Farm Program: 1974 Report.
MP 445 (Columbia, Missouri: Cooperative Extension Service, University of
Missouri, 1974), p. 2.
30Stewart, Fred J., Harry H. Hall, and Eldon D. Smith, The Poten­
tial for Increasing New Incomes on Limited-Resource Farms in Eastern 
Kentucky. Research Report 24 (Lexington, Kentucky: Agricultural Experi­
ment Station/Department of Agricultural Economics, University of Kentucky, 
May 1976), p. 4.
31Lewis, James A., White and Minority Small Operators in the South. 
Agricultural Economic Report No. 353 (Washington, D.C.: Economic Research
Service, United States Department of Agriculture, December 1976), p. 1.
32Woodworth, Roger C., Sammy L. Comer, and R. J. Edwards, A Com­
parative Study of Small Part-Time Retirement and Large Farms: Three
Counties in Central and West Tennessee. Bulletin No. 38 (Nashville, 
Tennessee: School of Agriculture and Home Economics, Tennessee State
University, February 1978), p. 4.
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and the present family income from all sources is not more than moderate".33 
Their definition was similar to the definition of a small farm given by 
Harrison and Shwedel where they stated that "small farm agriculture com­
prises those farms where: (1) the bulk of the labor force, management, and 
capital come from the same household; (2) production is either consumed on 
the farm and/or traded in local markets; (3) the decision-making process 
is hampered by limited access to marketing and political institutions; and 
(4) the farmers do not live much above culturally determined subsistence 
level".3** Generally, as indicated, these definitions are quite similar, 
with the difference being that partnerships are included in the former 
where they are not in the latter.
A third difference in the definitions of small farms was the treat­
ment of gross sales and land limitation. In this category of small farm 
definitions, gross farm sales were combined with some land constraint. For 
example, Thompson and Hepp defined a small farm "as over 10 acres of farm­
land grossing between $50 and $20,000 from agricultural products and 
services . . . ",35 In another study, Comer and Woodworth defined a small
33Myers, William E. and Others, The Family Farm in California,
Report of the Small Farm Viability Project. (State CETA Office, Employment 
Department, State of California, November 1977), p. 2.
3tfHarrison, Kelly and Kenneth Shwedel, Marketing Problems Associated 
with Small Farm Agriculture. RTN No. 5 (New York, New York: The Agricul­
tural Development Council, Inc., ADC/RTN Seminar, Michigan State University, 
June 7-8, 1974), p. 2.
35Thompson, Ronald L. and Ralph E. Hepp, Description and Analysis of 
Michigan Small Farms. Research Report 296, Farm Science (East Lansing, 
Michigan: Agricultural Experiment Station, Michigan State University,
March 1976), p. 2.
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farm in terms of the small farm operators. They stated that small farmers 
are defined as "operators with less than $10,000 in annual gross sales, 
operators with less than 200 acres, and operators with fewer than 50 beef 
cows".36
Because of the diversity of definitions, specific comparisons among 
studies are quite difficult. However, there are some general comparisons 
that can be made.
Generally, small farm operators were over fifty years old. In the 
study of Moles,37 it was found that the average age of the small farm 
operators interviewed was 54 years. In another study by Woodworth, Comer, 
and Edwards,38 it was indicated that 94 percent of the small farm operators 
were 45 years old or older, with 59 years being the average age. In still 
another study, Hanson and Spitze39 found that nearly two-thirds of the 
small farm operators were 45 years old or older.
Another characteristic of small farm operators was a low level of 
formal education. Schneeberger, Comer, and Edwards1*0 found that the 
average small farm operator had 9.1 years of formal education. In another 
study, Woodworth, Comer, and Edwards1*1 found that 75 percent of the small
36Comer, Sammy L. and Roger C. Woodworth, Improving Incomes on 
Limited Resource Farms in South Central Tennessee. Bulletin No. 36 
(Nashville, Tennessee: School of Agriculture and Home Economics, Tennes­
see State University, October 1976), p. 1.
37Moles, o£. cit., p. 10.
3BWoodworth, Comer, and Edwards, o£. cit., p. 7.
39Hanson and Spitze, o£. cit., p. 12.
**0Schneeberber, Comer, and Edwards, o£. cit., p. 12.
141 Woodworth, Comer, and Edwards, op. cit., p. 7.
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farm operators had completed less than 12 years of formal education. And 
in still another study, Hanson and Spitze1*2 found that nearly half of the 
small farm operators had less than a high school education, with 15 percent 
having some training above the high school level.
Most studies indicated that small farm operators had a low level of 
formal education. In the study of small farms in Michigan by Thompson and 
Hepp, the opposite was shown. They found that "the majority of both the 
female and male heads of Michigan's small farm population received high 
school degrees. The females received more education through high school 
'(69 percent for females compared to 62 percent for males)' but the males 
received more college education and technical training 1(39 percent for 
males and 30 percent for females)'."**3
In most of the literature on small farm research outside of Louisi­
ana, race of the operator did not enter into the analysis. Lewis, **‘*
<
however, compared minority (95 percent of all minority farm operators in 
the south were blacks) and white small farm operators in the South. His 
findings, for the 1969 census year, indicated that eight percent of all 
the farms in the South were operated by minorities; minorities represented 
nine percent of all the small farm operators in the South; 98 percent of 
all the farms operated by minorities in the South were small farms, com­
pared to 86 percent for whites; and 87 percent of all farms in the South
**2Hanson and Spitze, op. cit., p. 13.
**3 Thompson and Hepp, oj>. cit., pp. 10 and 11.
‘'‘Lewis, o£. cit., p. 1.
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were small farms. He further concluded that minority small farm operators 
were slightly older, possessed less formal education, and operated smaller 
farms than white small farm operators.
Problems addressed in the research projects that dealt with small 
farms outside of Louisiana covered a wide range of issues. Ladewig’s 
research project was concerned with the determination of research and edu­
cational needs of small farmers. He concluded "that a more thorough under­
standing of goals and perceptions of small farm operators must be developed 
if we are to be effective in predicting reactions to specific policy alter­
natives for small farm firms".**5
A comparison of part-time and full-time small farm operators was 
made by Schneeberger, Comer, and Edwards.1*6 They concluded that full-time 
farmers organize small farms like large farms. They further concluded that 
small farmers who work off-farm 1,000 hours or more per year tend to be 
less intensive users of cropland and are less inclined to have labor in­
tensive livestock enterprises.
Hanson and Spitze**7 was concerned with determining the importance 
of off-farm employment as a means to improve family income levels of 
operators of small farms. They concluded that combining off-farm employ­
ment with farming operations was a feasible alternative for many farmers, 
particularly those under-employed on their farms. They further concluded 
that small farmers with excess labor seem to be satisfactorily combining
**sLadewig, op. cit., pp. 23, 27 and 28.
**5Schneeberger, Comer, and Edwards, op. cit., p. 29.
**7Hanson and Spitze, op. cit., pp. 1, 34 and 35.
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off-farm employment with their farming operations and very few of these 
farmers indicated any desire to leave agriculture.
Finally, Stewart, Hall, and Smith1*8 concentrated their research 
efforts on the identification of possibilities for improving farm incomes 
on small farms in eastern Kentucky. Their analytical findings indicated 
that small farm operators, if they emphasized labor-intensive crops, used 
Improved technology, and there were no nonmarket limitations on the amount 
of capital borrowed, could increase their net incomes substantially.
**8 Stewart, Hall, and Smith, op. cit., pp. 1 and 23.
CHAPTER II
METHODOLOGY AND ANALYTICAL MODEL
Definition
The segment of the small farm population for which this study was 
concerned was defined as farms with (1) annual gross sales of agricultural 
products of at least $1,000 but less than $15,000, (2) the farm operator 
worked off farm less than 100 eight hour equivalent days, and (3) annual 
family income from nonfarm sources was less than $10,000.
Screening
Offices of several agencies, such as the Farmers Home Administra­
tion, Cooperative Extension Service (County Agent), and Agricultural Sta­
bilization and Conservation Service, in Lafayette and Tangipahoa parishes 
were visited to obtain a list of the names and addresses of small farm 
operators in the two areas. Since these offices could not provide such 
lists, a sampling procedure was devised to screen the rural population to 
identify the small farms in the two areas.
•
Sample Design and Technique
The number of small farm operators used in this study represent a 
sample of all small farm operators in the study areas. The size of the 
sample in each parish was determined by use of the following formulas:
(a) nQ = t2pq * d2 = pq * V, where
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tig I s  the first approximation of n, 
p is the expected proportion of small farms that 
will not qualify as sample units, including 
those previous farms that are no longer 
classified as farms, 
q is the difference between p and 100 percent, 
d2 is the degree of precision squared, 
t2 is the t value for K degrees of freedom 
squared, and
V is the desired variance of the sample proportion.
(b) n = Hq * £l + (nQ * N)J where 
n is the final sample size, and 
N is the total number of small farm operators in 
the parish.
The 1969 Louisiana Census of Agriculture was used as the basis for 
estimating the total number of small farms in 1976 for-each parish. N in 
Lafayette Parish for 1976 was estimated to be 937 and for Tangipahoa 
Parish for 1976 to be 535. The following parameters were assumed: (1) a
degree of precision of 10 percent (d = 100), (2) level of confidence of 90 
percent (t = 1.64), (3) a p value of 50 percent, (4) a q value of 50 
percent, and (5) a desired variance of V = .003718, obtained by £v = (.10)2 
* (1.64)2 = .01 *• 2.6896>J. Using the above data, the size of n for 
Lafayette Parish was:
nQ = (.50)(.50) * .003718 
= .25 i- .003718 
n0 = 67
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n = 67 * [l + (67 * 937)]
= 67 * 1 + 0.7isj 
- 67 * 1.0715 
n = 63
The size o£ n for Tangipahoa Parish was: 
nQ = 67
nQ = 67 * ll + (67 * 535)J
1 + .1252]■ 67 *
■ 67 * 1.1252 
n *= 60
To get the desired n ’s, a block sampling technique was used. This 
technique was selected because, as mentioned previously, lists of the 
small farm operators in the parishes were not available. This sampling 
technique involved:
1. Determination of the number of sample blocks and their bounda­
ries. To assure that several sample blocks were used in obtaining the 123 
small farm operators in the sample, 24 and 42 sample blocks were identi­
fied, respectively, for Tangipahoa and Lafayette Parishes. Based on census 
data each of the sample blocks consisted of an anticipated average of 22 
small farms. The sample blocks were numbered in order from left to right, 
top to bottom. Boundaries, for each sample block were established using 
major and minor roads.
2. Random selection of the first sample block where interviewing 
commenced. From, that sample block every seventh **9 sample block in Lafayette
**9With a p value of 50 percent and an average of 22 small farms in 
each sample block, in order to maintain randomness, on an average a minimum 
of six sample blocks in each parish were required to complete the sample 
size. The size sample blocks represented one-seventh and one-fourth of the 
sample blocks, respectively, in Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes.
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Parish and every fourth1*9 sample block in Tangipahoa Parish were chosen. 
This process was continued until the desired n for each parish was ob­
tained. In order to maintain randomness, once a sample block was selected 
and interviewing commenced, interviewing did not cease until the entire 
sample block was covered. For this reason, a total of 128 small farm 
operators were interviewed, which exceeded by 5 the combined calculated 
n ’s.
3. A personal interview of small farm operators or members of their 
families in each parish. All farm operators in each sample block were 
interviewed and considered as potential sample units. However, because of 
the selection criteria described in Chapter I, only a representative group 
qualified as sample units. (Detail discussion of the above sampling tech­
nique is presented in "Sampling Techniques" by Cochran).50
Linear Programming Model
To achieve the goals set forth in the objectives of this study, 
especially the third objective, which was to determine the optimal combi­
nation of farm enterprises and off-farm employment that would maximize 
family income and/or welfare on small farms, a linear programming model 
was used. "Linear programming is a planning method that is often helpful 
in making decisions requiring a choice among a large number of alterna­
tives".51 The theoretical concept of linear programming is well known,
1,9 Ibid.
50Cochran, William G., Sampling Techniques. (New York, New York: 
John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1966), pp. 72-75.
SIBeneke, Raymond R. and Ronald Winterboer, Linear Programming 
Applications to Agriculture. (Ames, Iowa: The Iowa State University Press,
1973), p. 3.
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however, because of its complexity, selected points are mentioned.
For a linear programming model to be useful as a planning method or 
as a guide in making decisions, the following must be accomplished:
1. Activities must be defined— some of the activities of concern 
in this study were:
a. Production of crop and/or livestock enterprises,
b. Selling agricultural products,
c. Hiring services, and
d. Selling family labor
2. Restrictions must be determined— some of the restrictions of 
concern in this study were:
a. Land availability,
b. Labor supply,
c. Farm enterprise opportunities, and
d. Off-farm employment opportunities
3. Transfer rows may be established— which "provide a vehicle 
whereby the services or output of one activity may be transferred in the 
model to another activity".52 For example, output from vegetable or live­
stock production was transferred to selling vegetables or livestock, re­
spectively.
4. Coefficients must be determined— which specify how the magnitude 
of a restriction (or transfer row) will be influenced by an increase of one 
unit of each activity in the model.
5. The objective function must be established. For this study the 
objective function was to maximize family income and/or welfare on a small 
farm.
52Ibid., p. 38.
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Linear programming requires a system of linear equations. For this 
study, the system of linear equations were:53 
n m
1. Max Z I Yjj X.j , the objective function
i=l j=l J
m
2. Subject to Z X^4 <
j=l J J
where,
i = time period or regularity of occurrence of each 
activity, 
j = enterprise or activity,
n = the number of time periods or occurrence of an
activity,
m = the number of enterprises or activities,
Y^j = net returns in the ith time period or regularity 
of occurrence for the jth enterprise or activity,
Xij = the amount of resource to be assigned, in the ith
time period or regularity of occurrence, to the 
jth enterprise or activity, and 
Kj = the total amount of the X^j resource available
To summarize, the above linear programming model is workable only
if:
53Adopted from classroom notes. The title of the course was 
"Applied Linear Programming Techniques in Agriculture" taught by Dr. Lonnie 
Fielder, Professor of Agricultural Economics, Louisiana State University.
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1. Enterprises, including off-farm employment that are feasible 
and/or operator is willing to undertake, are determined;
2. Available resources and their limitations are determined;
3. Resources required in obtaining one unit of each enterprise 
are determined; and
4. Estimates of costs and returns per unit of each enterprise are 
determined. This, of course, depends on prices, yields, and costs associ­
ated with each enterprise.
The linear programming model was used to simulate the small farm 
firm. In this study, the small farm firm (analytical model)5lf consisted 
of:
1. Land —  classified as vegetable land, other land, and wasteland.
2. Vegetable enterprises —  based on adaptability to the parish 
and what small farm operators were producing.
3. Extensive farm enterprises —  soybeans and beef cattle, based 
on adaptability to the parish and what small farm operators were producing.
4. Off-farm employment —  several situations included, with average 
pay of $2.65 per hour, based mostly on the wage rate that small farm 
operators indicated they and members of their families were receiving at 
the time.
5. Labor —  75 hours per week for farming only and 90 hours per 
week for off-farm employment and farming. The labor supply consisted of 
the farm operator (50 hours per week farming only; 40 hours for off-farm 
employment) and his spouse (25 hours per week farming only; 40 hours for 
off-farm employment).
5**For more discussion of the restrictions and other factors of this 
model, see Appendix A.
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6. No restrictions were Imposed on capital availability because 
the level of net worth was sufficient to support capital requirements.
7. Market outlets —  those most commonly used by small farm opera­
tors.
8. Market prices —  both fresh market and processed market prices 
were included because small farm operators utilized both markets.
9. Vegetable yields —  average yields over a five year period
common to area, with adjustments made in some instances based on survey
data.
10. Soybean yields —  average yields over five year period common 
to area, with adjustments made based on survey data.
11. Beef cattle —  standard weight of 400 pounds for weanling calves, 
800 pounds for yearling calves, and 850 pounds for cull cows were used as 
live weights.
12. Input prices —  1976-1977 prices and recent historical trends, 
with adjustments made where necessary based on survey data.
From this general simulated model of the small farm firm, several 
variations of small farm firms were simulated by making modifications in 
the model such as:
1. Changes in the land restriction.
2. Including extensive enterprises as well as intensive enterprises
for different land situations.
3. Changes in off-farm employment opportunities.
4. Imposing certain restrictions on enterprise selection. These 
modifications in the model were made to determine their impact on the 
optimal organization of small farm firms.
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Data for the linear programming model were obtained from personal 
interviews with small farm operators and from various secondary sources. 
Rural households in the study area were screened in order to find the 
desired number of small farm operators, from whom personal interviews were 
used to obtain information. Coefficients for various resource requirements 
for each enterprise considered were obtained from published and unpublished 
studies by individuals of the Agricultural Economics Department at Loui­
siana State University. When needed, adjustments were made in some of the 
coefficients based on the personal interview data. Input and output prices 
used in the model were obtained from secondary sources.
CHAPTER III
DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLE
The focal point of this chapter is to provide a description of the 
rural populations in Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes. The first part 
gives a contrasting/comparative description of the rural populations in 
the two parishes. The main focus is to identify and delineate the rural 
population into various groups, small farmers represented one of those 
groups. The second part of this chapter deals with a description of small 
farms and farm operators in the two parishes. Socio-economic characteris­
tics of small farm operators are presented in order to develop an analogy 
between small farms and farm operators in Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes.
Rural Households
Generally, the rural population in Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes 
can be categorized into groups as follows:
1. Rural residents with no farm income. This group has no direct 
dependence on the farm for their livelihood.
2. Rural residents with less than $1,000 annual farm income. This 
group depends very little on the farm for their livelihood.
3. Rural residents with $1,000 or more of annual farm income and 
the farm operator worked off the farm more than 100 eight hour days and/or 
family off farm annual income was more than $10,000. The degree of depen­
dence on the farm varies according to the levels of farm income and off
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farm income. In this group there are those who maintain a full-time off 
farm job with farm income accounting for a small percentage of total 
family income; those who maintain a part-time job with farm income account­
ing for a large percentage of total family income; and those who fall 
somewhere between the two extremes.
4. Small farmers, annual gross farm income of $1,000 to $19,999 
from the sale of farm products. Most of the people who comprise this 
group depend on the farm for their livelihood.
5. Larger farmers, annual gross income of $20,000 or more from 
the sale of farm products.
Table 1 provides general results of the survey of rural households 
in Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes. Nearly two-thirds of the families 
in rural households in Lafayette Parish had no farm income. This compares 
to 54.3 percent for families in this group in Tangipahoa Parish. This 
difference was expected since Lafayette Parish is considered to be more 
metropolitan than Tangipahoa Parish. Usually, rural families tend to be 
less Involved in farming in a metropolitan parish than in a rural parish.
In Lafayette Parish one-fourth of the rural population were classi­
fied as rural residents with farm income (groups 2 and 3). For Tangipahoa 
Parish, 31.7 percent of the rural population were classified as rural 
residents with farm income. Large farmers accounted for 6.7 percent and 
10.1 percent, respectively, of the rural population in Lafayette and 
Tangipahoa Parishes. In both parishes, small farmers comprised slightly 
more than 4 percent of the rural population. The subsector of the rural 
population of importance in this study, small farmers with $1,000 to 
$14,999 in annual gross income from the sale of farm products, accounted
Table 1: Classification of Rural Households (Families), Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes, 1976.
Parish
and
Categories
Rural Resident 
with no 
Farm Income
Rural Resident with 
Farm Income 
Less than $1,000 and 
$1,000 over-/
Small Farms with 
Farm Income 
$1,000 to $15,000 to 
$14,999 $19,999
Farms with 
$20,000 or 
More Farm 
Income
Total
Lafayette Parish
Number of households 
in sample 2284 583 311 65 90 241 3574
Percent of total 63.9 16.3 8.7 1.6 2.5 6.7 100.0
Projected total-' 3310 844 449 92 130 349 5174
Tangipahoa Parish 
Number of households 
in sample 1161 386 290 63 24 215 2139
Percent of total 54.3 18.1 13.6 2.9 1.1 10.1 100.0
Projected total-' 3982 1322 994 216 82 737 7333
SOURCE: Survey of 128 small farm operators and other rural people in Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes,
Summer 1976.
Operator worked off farm more than 100 eight hour days or family off farm annual income was more than
$10,000.
-^Projections based on results from 29 of 42 sample blocks.
-^Projections based on results from 7 of 24 sample blocks.
ro
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for 1.8 percent of the rural population in Lafayette Parish and 2.9 percent 
in Tangipahoa Parish.
Small Farm Operators
The 128 small farms and/or small farm operators were divided into 
several sub-groups, which are shown in Tables 2 through 4. Table 2 shows 
the number of small farmers by race and sex for the 128 small farm opera­
tors in the sample. Males represented an overwhelming majority of the 
small farm operators; 122 males, 6 females. Sixty-one percent (75) of the 
males were white and 39 percent (47) were black. This compared to 83 
percent (5) white female and 17 percent (1) black female operators. Col­
lectively, whites (80) accounted for 62.5 percent of the small farm opera­
tors in the sample and blacks (48) accounted for 37.5 percent.
In Lafayette Parish, 45 percent of the small farm operators were 
white and 55 percent were black. The opposite was true for Tangipahoa 
Parish; 81 percent were white and 19 percent were black. Lafayette 
Parish had four female small farm operators (three whites and one black) 
and Tangipahoa Parish had two female operators (both white).
More than half of the operators in both parishes were full-time 
farmers and 55 years old or older (see Table 3). In Lafayette Parish,
40 of the 65 small farm operators were full-time farmers, and 18 were 
part-time farmers. This compares to 45 full-time farmers and 14 part- 
time farmers in Tangipahoa Parish. Fifty-three of the 65 small farmers 
in Lafayette Parish were 55 years old or older. In Tangipahoa Parish, 41 
of 63 small farm operators were 55 years old or older. Only three of the 
small farm operators in Lafayette Parish were under 45 years old while 9 
of the operators in Tangipahoa Parish were under 45 years old.
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Table 2: Number of Small Farm Operators by Race and Sex, Lafayette and
Tangipahoa Parishes, 1976.
Parish and Sex
Race of Operator
TotalWhite Black
— — -Number of Operators-
Lafayette:
Male 26 35 61
Female 3 1 4
Total 29 36 65
Tangipahoa:
Male 49 12 61
Female 2 0 2
Total 51 12 63
Total:
Male 75 47 122
Female 5 1 6
Total 80 48 128
SOURCE: Survey of 128 small farm operators in Lafayette and Tangi­
pahoa Parishes, Summer 1976.
Table 3: Tenure and Age of Small Farm Operators in Lafayette and Tangi­
pahoa Parishes, 1976.
Parish  Age of Small Farm Operator
and
Categories
Less Than 
35 Years
35-44
Years
45-54
Years
55-64
Years
65 Years 
and over
Total
--------Number of Small Farm Operators---
Lafayette Parish 
Tenure of Farm Operator:
Full-Time 0 1 5 24 10 40
Part-Time 1 1 5 5 7 18
All Others-/ 0 0 0 • 1 6 7
Total 1 2 9 30 23 65
Tangipahoa Parish 
Tenure of Farm Operator:
Full-Time 3 3 9 18 12 45
Part-Time 2 1 4 5 2 14
All Others-/ 0 0 0 2 2 4
Total 5 4 13 25 16 63
SOURCE: Survey of 128 small farm operators in Lafayette and Tangi­
pahoa Parishes, Summer 1976.
-/Represents, for the most part, retired farmers, a name given by 
the operators.
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In Lafayette Parish, 48.3 percent of the white small farm operators 
compared to 72.2 percent of the black small farm operators were full-time 
farmers (see Table 4). For Tangipahoa Parish, 74.5 percent of the whites 
and 58.3 percent of the blacks were full-time farm operators (see Table 4).
Small farm operators in the sample owned and operated small acre­
ages. In Lafayette Parish, the small farmers owned an average of 36.8 
acres of land and operated only 28.6 acres, thus having land idle or rented. 
In the same parish white small farm operators owned more land than they 
operated whereas black small farmers operated more land than they owned. 
Full-time small farmers operated more land than they owner, whereas part- 
time small farmers owned more land than they operated (see Table 4).
In Tangipahoa Parish, the small farmers owned an average of 29.2 
acres of land and operated 38.2 acres of land. White (full-time and part- 
time) small farm operators followed the parish pattern whereas black small 
farmers were opposite from the parish pattern (see Table 4).
Crop Enterprises
Crops produced for sale by small farm operators in Lafayette and 
Tangipahoa Parishes are presented in Table 5. In Lafayette Parish, sweet 
potatoes, okra, and hot peppers were the crops most frequently produced by 
small farm operators. White small farm operators most frequently produced 
sweet potatoes whereas black small farm operators most frequently produced 
okra (see Table 5).
In Tangipahoa Parish small farm operators most frequently produced 
bell peppers, strawberries, and cucumbers. White small farm operators 
set the parish pattern whereas black small farm operators most frequently 
produced cucumbers, followed by bell peppers, strawberries and butterbeans 
(see Table 5).
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Table 4: Small Farms by Race and Tenure of Operator and Size of Land
Holdings, Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes, 1976.
Parishes
and  Tenure of Farm Operator_________ Total
Categories Full-Time Part-Time All Others-/
Lafayette Parish »  — M—  _  _  —
Race of Operator:
White 48.3 27.6 21.4 100.0
Black 72.2 27.8 0.0 100.0
Total 61.5 27.7 10.8 100.0
Size of Small Farms: ----------------------- ---Average Acres Per Farm------- ----------------
Land Owned
White 41.5 63.1 106.3 63.1
Black 17.2 11.3 0.0 15.6
Total 25.7 34.3 106.3 36.8
Land Operated
White 35.5 32.3 37.7 35.1
Black 24.3 22.0 0.0 23.4
Total 28.2 26.0 37.7 28.6
Tangipahpa Parish
Race of Operator:
White 74.5 17.7 7.8 100.0
Black 58.3 41.7 0.0 100.0
Total 71.4 22.2 6.4 100.0
Size of Small Farms: ---------- -- Average Acres Per Farm--------------
Land Owned
White 35.9 11.0 25.3 30.6
Black 24.9 21.6 0.0 23.5
Total 34.1 14.8 25.3 29.2
Land Operated
White 42.0 16.0 105.3 42.4
Black 17.1 25.0 0.0 21.4
Total 38.1 19.2 105.3 38.2
SOURCE: Survey of 128 small farm operators in Lafayette and Tangi­
pahoa Parishes, Summer 1976.
-/Represent for the most part retired farmers, a name given by the 
operators.
-/Percents are for each category’s total.
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Table 5: Percent of Small Farm Operators Producing Selected Crops by Race
of Operator, Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes, 1976.
Parishes „ „
an(j  Race of Operator___________
Crops_______________________ White-/_________ Black-/_________ Total-/
-Percent-
Lafayette Parish
Sweet Potatoes 27.6 41.7 35.4
Okra 20.7 47.2 35.4
Hot Peppers 0.0 22.2 13.3
Irish Potatoes 6.9 5.0 6.2
Sweet Corn 13.8 0.0 6.2
Snapbeans 3.5 0.0 1.5
Squash 3.5 0.0 1.5
Crowder Peas 3.5 2.8 3.1
Tangipahoa Parish
Bell Peppers 64.7 41.7 60.3
Strawberries 37.3 25.0 34.9
Cucumbers 11.8 58.3 20.6
Tomatoes 3.9 8.3 4.8
Squash 2.0 8.3 3.2
Mustard Greens 2.0 8.3 3.2
Hot Peppers 2.0 0.0 1.6
Crowder Peas 0.0 . 16.7 3.2
Watermelons 0.0 16.7 3.2
Butterbeans 0.0 25.0 4.8
Cabbage 0.0 8.3 1.6
Turnip Greens 0.0 8.3 1.6
Snapbeans 0.0 8.3 1.6
Carrots 0.0 8.3 1.6
Okra 0.0 8.3 1.6
Radish 0.0 8.3 1.6
Collard Greens 0.0 8.3 1.6
Sweet Potatoes 0.0 8.3 1.6
Irish Potatoes 0.0 8.3 1.6
SOURCE: Survey of 128 small farm operators in Lafayette and Tangi­
pahoa Parishes, Summer 1976.
-/percent of all white small farm operators.
-/Percent of all black small farm operators.
-/Percent of all small farm operators.
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Net Farm Worth
Tables 6 and 7, respectively, for Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes 
provide information on the capital situation of small farm operators. In 
Lafayette Parish, net farm capital, which ranged from an average of $34,095 
for small farmers operating less than 20 acres of land to an average of 
$110,491 for white small farmers, exceeded net nonfarm capital, which 
ranged from an average of $21,044 for full-time small farmers to an average 
of $87,457 for white small farmers. Net farm capital combined with net 
nonfarm capital provided an average net worth that ranged from a low of 
$76,747 for black small farmers to a high of $197,948 for white small 
farmers in Lafayette Parish (see Table 6).
A similar capital situation existed in Tangipahoa Parish. In all 
categories, except for small farmers operating less than 20 acres of land, 
net farm capital exceeded net nonfarm capital. Average net farm capital 
on small farms in Tangipahoa Parish ranged from a low of $17,527 for small 
farmers operating less than 20 acres of land to a high of $61,448 for those 
operating 20 or more acres of land. In the parish, black small farmers had 
the lowest average net nonfarm capital ($18,633) and white small farmers 
had the highest ($39,979). The average net worth of small farm operators 
in Tangipahoa Parish ranged from a low of $39,780 for small farmers operat­
ing less than 20 acres of land to a high of $99,780 for small farmers 
operating 20 or more acres of land (see Table 7).
Family Income
Average net family incomes of small farm operators in Lafayette and 
Tangipahoa Parishes are presented in Table 8. Net family income is defined 
as returns to land, labor, capital, and management from farming operations
Table: 6: Capital Situation on Small Farms in Lafayette Parish, According to Tenure and Race of the Small
Farm Operator and Size of Farm Operated, 1976.
Tenure Race Farm Size
Categories Small Farm 
Operators Full-Time Part-Time White Black
Less Than 
20 Acres
20 or 
More Acres
(A)Farm Capital Per Farm: 
Farm Inventory 
Value of Livestock 
Value of Owned Land 
Value of Buildings 
Total
2,983
2,814
69,740
841
76,378
2,540
2,260
63,849
254
68,903
3,199
2,907
56,717
1,017
63,840
-uoiiars--
4,111
4,050
103,839
1,240
113,240
2,074
1,819
136,714
520
41,127
1,692
890
35,434
279
38,295
3,901
4,181
91,483
1,240
100,805
(B)Capital Liabilities Per Farm:
Farm Mortgage 2,431 
Loan for Livestock and Machinery 72 
Short Term Production Loan 75 
Total 2,578
1,350
118
63
1,531
4,778
0
108
4,886
2,621
121
7
2,749
2,278
33
129
2,440
4,146
0
54
4,200
1,895
124
90
Net Farm Capital (A-B): 73,800 67,372 58,954 110,491 38,687 34,095 98,696
(C)Non-Farm Capital: 
Non-Farm Assets-/ 
Value of House 
Total
47,623
13,707
61,330
12,625
9,652
22,277
62,583
18,733
81,316
67,828
20,881
88,709
31,347
7,927
39,274
18,741
11,095
29,836
47,894
15,563
63,457
(D)Non-Farm Liabilities: 1,231 1,233 2,317 1,252 1,214 1,800 826
Net Non-Farm Capital (C-D): 60,099 21,044 78,999 87,457 38,060 28,036 62,631
Net Worth (A-B+C-D): 133,899 88,416 137,953 197,948 76,747 62,131 161,327
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish, Summer 1976.
-/Household effects are included.
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Table 7: Capital Situation on Small Farms in Tangipahoa Parish, According to Tenure and Race of the Small
Farm Operator and Size of Farm Operated, 1976.
Tenure Race Farm Size
Categories Small Farm 
Operators Full-Time Part-Time White Black
Less Than 
20 Acres
20 or 
More Acres
(A)Farm Capital Per Farm: 
Farm Inventory 
Value of Livestock 
Value of Owned Land 
Value of Buildings 
Total
5,178
4,987
31,146
1,703
43,014
5,414
5,933
36,211
1,396
48,954
4,255
707
22,846
1,196
29,004
-Dollars---
5,625
5,802
31,992
1,914
45,333
3,279
1,524
27,550
804
33,157
3,609
395
13,396
556
17,956
6,525
9,263
48,246
2,635
66,669
(B)Capital Liabilities Per Farm:
Farm Mortgage 2,575 
Loan Per Livestock and Machinery 392 
Short Term Production Loan 81 
Total 3,048
3,591
549
44
4,184
43
1
221
264
3,051
484
80
3,615
550
0
83
633
358
0
71
429
4,446
686
89
5,221
Net Farm Capital (A-B): 39,966 44,770 28,740 41,718 32,524 17,527 61,448
(C)Non-Farm Capital: 
Non-Farm Assets-' 
Value of House 
Total
19,056
17,803
36,858
19,056
18,040
37,096
11,714
13,629
25,343
22,020
19,069
41,089
6,458
12,425
18,883
12,357
11,021
23,378
15,957
22,572
38,529
(D)Non-Farm Liabilities: 946 1,173 486 1,110 250 1,125 546
Net Non-Farm Capital (C-D): 35,913 35,923 24,857 39,979 18,633 22,253 37,983
Net Worth (A-B+C-D): 75,879 80,693 53,597 81,697 51,157 39,780 99,431
SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish, Summer 1976.
-/Household effects are included.
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Table 8: Family Income, Farm and Off-Farm, for Small Farm Operators in
the Sample, by Race of Operator, Lafayette and Tangipahoa
Parishes, 1976.
Parishes
and
Categories
Small
Farm
Operators
Small Farms 
White 
Farmers
Operated By 
Black 
Farmers
Lafayette Parish
Small Farms 65 29 36
Average Gross Farm Income 5,675 5,522 5,799
Average Farm Expenditures-/ 1,444 1,343 1,525
Average Net Farm Income 4,231 4,179 4,274
Average Off-Farm Family Income 5,243 7,134 3,720
Average Net Family Income 9,474 11,313 7,994
Tangipahoa Parish
Small Farms 63 51 12
---------- --- Dollars—
Average Gross Farm Income 10,549 11,215 7,716
Average Farm Expenditures-/ 5,044 5,527 2,991
Average Net Farm Income 5,505 5,688 4,725
Average Off-Farm Family Income 4,101 3,977 4,628
Average Net Family Income 9,606 9,665 9,353
SOURCE: Survey of 128 small farm operators in Lafayette and Tangi­
pahoa Parishes, Summer 1976.
-/include all cash expenditures.
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plus income from nonfarm sources. In Lafayette Parish, average net 
family income for small farm operators was $9,474.00, with 45 percent 
from farm operations and 55 percent from off-farm employment. White 
small farmers had an average net family income of $11,313.00 (37 percent 
from farming and 63 percent from off-farm employment) while black small 
farmers had an average net family income of $7,994.00 (53 percent from 
farming and 47 percent from off-farm employment). The average net family 
income for white small farmers was one-fifth higher than the parish average 
whereas average net family income for black small farmers was 16 percent 
less than the parish average.
The average net family income for small farm operators in Tangi­
pahoa Parish was $9,606.00. Of that income, 57 percent was from farming 
operations and 43 percent was from off-farm employment. Families on small 
farms operated by white farmers had an average net family income of 
$9,665.00 (approximately one percent higher than the parish average), with 
59 percent from farming operations and 41 percent from off-farm employment. 
In comparison, black farmers had an average net family income of $9,353.00 
(three percent less than the parish average), with one-half from farming 
operations and one-half from off-farm employment.
Parish comparisons indicate that less than one-half of the average 
net family income for small farmer families in Lafayette Parish were from 
farming while in Tangipahoa Parish the opposite was the case. Further, 
white small farmers in Lafayette Parish had average net family incomes 31 
percent higher than that of black small farm families. In Tangipahoa 
Parish the disparity also favored white small farmers, however, they had 
only 3 percent higher average net family incomes than black small farmers.
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Characteristics of Small Farms and Farm Operators 
Small farm operators in Lafayette Parish differ in many respects 
from small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish. However, they are similar 
in many other respects. This section of this chapter will describe some 
of the differences and similarities of small farms and farm operators in 
the two parishes. Specific attention will be given to operator character­
istics, off-farm employment opportunities, resource usage, and production 
and marketing practices.
Lafayette Parish
Operator Characteristics
Age, Health, Education,...
Generally, small farmers in Lafayette Parish were old, with above 
average health, with less than 9 years of formal education, married, and 
had been farming for more than 30 years.
Four-fifths of the small farm operators in Lafayette Parish were 55 
years old or older. Full-time farm operators were older than part-time 
small farmers and black small farm operators were older than white small 
farm operators (see Table 9).
Three-fifths of the small farm operators reported good or excellent 
health. A larger percentage of the full-time small farmers, when compared 
to the part-time small farmers, had good or excellent health (70 percent 
for full-time; 55.6 percent for part-time). Nearly three-fourths of the 
black small farm operators, compared to 44.8 percent for whites, had good 
or excellent health (see Table 9).
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Table 9: General Characteristics of Small Farm Operators in Lafayette
Parish According to Tenure and Race, 1976.-/
All Small Small Farms Operated By
Categories Farm
Operators
Full-Time
Farmers
Part-Time
Farmers
White
Farmers
Black
Farmers
Small Farm Operators:
-Percent—
Age:
Less Than 35 Years 1.5 0.0 5.6 •3.5 0.0
35 to 44 Years 3.1 2.5 5.6 3.5 2.8
45 to 54 Years 13.9 12.5 22.2 10.3 16.7
55 to 64 Years 46.2 60.0 27.8 27.9 52.8
65 Years and Older 35.4 25.0 38.9 44.8 27.8
Health:
Excellent 6.2 7.5 5.6 6.9 5.6
Good 53.9 62.5 50.0 37.9 66.7
Average 29.2 22.5 27.8 37.9 22.2
Fair 7.7 2.5 16.7 13.8 2.8
Poor 3.1 5.0 0.0 3.5 2.8
Formal Education:
Less Than 5 Years 55.4 70.0 33.3 . 37.6 77.8
5 to 8 Years , 29.2 22.5 44.4 37.9 22.2
9 to 10 Years 9.2 7.5 11.1 20.7 0.0
Over 12 Years 6.2 0.0 11.1 13.8 0.0
Marital Status:
Married 90.8 95.0 77.8 93.1 88.9
All Others-/ 9.2 5.0 22.2 6.9 11.1
Farming Career:
1 to 5 Years 1.5 0.0 5.6 3.5 0.0
6 to 10 Years 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
11 to 20 Years 6.2 2.5 16.7 6.9 5.6
21 to 30 Years 1.5 2.5 0.0 3.5 0.0
More Than 30 Years 90.8 95.0 77.8 86.2 94.4
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish,
Summer 1976.
-/Percents were computed from each category's total.
-/included operators that were divorced, widowed, separated or single.
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Approximately 85 percent of the small farm operators in Lafayette 
Parish completed less than 9 years of formal education. Over 90 percent of 
the full-time farmers were in this category compared to 77.7 percent of the 
part-time farmers. All of the black small farm operators completed less 
than 9 years of formal education, compared to 65.5 percent of the white 
small farm operators (see Table 9).
Nine-tenths of the small farm operators were married. More full­
time operators than part-time operators and more white operators than black 
operators were married (see Table 9).
Full-time small farm operators had been farming longer than part- 
time small farm operators. The same was true for black small farm operators 
when compared to white small farm operators. Over 90 percent of the small 
farm operators in Lafayette Parish had been farming for more than 30 years 
(see Table 9).
Off-Farm Employment
Off-farm employment represents an important alternative to small 
farm operators. Information on off-farm employment obtained from the small 
farm operators in Lafayette Parish is given in Tables 10, 11, and 12.
In Lafayette Parish, 38.5 percent of the small farm operators worked 
off the farm, with 10.8 percent and 9.2 percent, respectively, working as 
school bus drivers and farm laborers (see Table 10). More black small farm 
operators worked off the farm as farm laborers whereas more whites worked 
as school bus drivers.
When small farm operators were asked "if you wanted to add to your 
family income through off-farm work, what sort of activity would you choose," 
21.5 percent indicated farm laborer, 12.3 percent common laborer, and 10.8
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Table 10: Off-Farm Jobs Presently Held by Small Farm Operators in Lafay­
ette Parish by Race of Operator, 1976-'
Type of Job
All Small 
Farm 
Operators
Small Farms 
White 
Farmers
Operated By 
Black 
Farmers
--------------- — Percent---
Small Farm Operators Working As:
School Bus Drivers 10.8 13.8 8.3
Farm Laborers 9.2 3.4 13.9
Janitors 4.6 3.4 5.6
Yard Work 4.6 0.0 8.3
Common Laborers 3.1 0.0 5.6
Sports Officiators 1.5 3.4 0.0
Cus tomworker s 1.5 0.0 2.8
Dishwashers 1.5 0.0 2.8
Maids 1.5 0.0 2.8
Total Working Off Farm 38.5 24.1 50.0
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish,
Summer 1976.
-^Percents were computed from each category’s total.
percent school bus driver (see Table 11). The highest job priority 
selected by white small farm operators was school bus driver; blacks 
selected farm laborer (see Table 11).
When asked, "what are some off-farm employment opportunities that 
exist in this area that you are qualified to perform," the top three jobs 
selected as first choice by small farm operators in Lafayette Parish were 
farm laborer, common laborer, and janitor. Black small farm operators 
indicated farm laborer as their top choice whereas whites indicated common 
laborer as their top job preference (see Table 12).
Attitude
Table 13 contains a list of the crops small farm operators in 
Lafayette Parish expressed a willingness to produce. The top three choices
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Table 11: Off-Farm Jobs Wanted by Small Farm Operators in Lafayette
Parish by Race of Operator, 1976-/
Type of Off-Farm Jobs-/
All Small 
Farm 
Operators
Small Farms 
White 
Farmers
Operated By 
Black 
Farmers
Farm Laborers 21.5
-- Percent----
3.4 36.1
Common Laborers 12.3 3.4 19.4
School Bus Driver 10.8 13.8 8.3
Janitor 4.6 3.4 5.6
Truck Driver 4.6 6.9 2.8
Auto Mechanic 3.1 6.9 0.0
Brick Layer 3.1 6.9 0.0
School Teacher 3.1 6.9 0.0
Road Work 3.1 3.4 2.8
Yard Work 1.5 0.0 2.8
Maid 1.5 0.0 2.8
Off Shore Oil Laborer 1.5 3.4 0.0
Sales Work 1.5 3.4 0.0
Store Manager 1.5 3.4 0.0
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish,
Summer 1976.
-/Percents were computed from each category's total.
-/jobs wanted was based on answers to the question: "If you wanted
to add to your family income through off-farm work, what sort of activity 
would you choose?"
by small farm operators were soybeans, most vegetables,55 and cotton.
Whites expressed a willingness for most vegetables whereas blacks were 
willing to produce soybeans.
Some other attitudinal factors (characteristics) are presented in 
Tables 14 and 15. Technical services is one of those factors. For example, 
only 6.2 percent of the small farm operators attended Extension Service
55Rather than give a list of all the vegetables, small farm opera­
tors used the phrase "most vegetables".
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Table 12: Off-Farm Jobs Available to Small Farm Operators in Lafayette
Parish by Race of Operator, 1976.-/
Type of Off-Farm Job
All Small 
Farm 
Operators
Small Farms 
White 
Farmers
Operated By 
Black 
Farmers
First Choice:
Farm Laborer 20.0 3.4 33.3
Common Laborer 20.0 20.7 19.4
Janitor 7.7 0.0 13.9
School Bus Driver 6.2 6.9 5.6
Truck Driver 4.6 3.4 5.6
Auto Mechanic 4.6 10.3 0.0
School Teacher 3.1 6.9 0.0
Brick Layer 
All Others-/
3.1 3.4 2.8
9.2 17.2 2.8
Second Choice:
Farm Laborer 9.2 3.4 13.9
Yard Work 6.2 0.0 11.1
School Bus Driver 4.6 0.0 8.3
Janitor 4.6 3.4 5.6
Common Laborer 3.1 3.4 2.8
All Others-/
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish,
Summer 1976.
-/percents were computed from each category's total.
2 /-'Included jobs such as sports officiator, salesman, house builder, 
store manager, carpenter, and maid.
-/included jobs such as farm mechanic, construction laborer, maid, 
school teacher, truck driver, school administrator, customworker, and dish­
washer.
courses and/or meetings and only 1.5 percent wanted the Extension Service 
to offer special courses (see Table 14).56 The attitude toward credit is 
another factor. Credit, which plays a very important role in many business
5Participation in Extension Service courses and/or meetings repre­
sented technical services in this study.
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Table 13: Percent of Small Farm Operators in Lafayette Parish Willing to
Produce Selected Crops by Race of Operator, 1976.
Crop Race of Small Farm Operators All Small
Enterprise White-/ Black-/ Farm Operators-/
  --------------Percent--------------------
Most Vegetables-/ 37.9 36.1 36.9
Soybeans 20.7 55.6 40.0
Field Corn 10.3 16.7 13.9
Rice 13.8 16.7 15.4
Sugarcane 6.9 30.6 20.0
Cotton 17.2 33.3 26.2
Tomatoes 3.4 5.6 4.6
Butterbeans 0.0 11.1 6.2
Greens 0.0 11.1 6.2
Snapbeans 0.0 2.8 1.5
Crowder Peas 0.0 11.1 6.2
Cucumbers 0.0 2.8 1.5
Irish Potatoes 0.0 5.6 3.1
Watermelons 0.0 5.6 3.1
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish,
Summer 1976.
-/percent of all white small farm operators.
-/percent of all black small farm operators.
-'Percent of all small farm operators.
-/Rather than give a list of all the vegetables, small farm opera­
tors used the phrase "most vegetables".
endeavors, was used by 41.5 percent of the small farm operators in Lafay­
ette Parish. Percentagewise, more full-time farmers than part-time farmers 
and more black farmers than white farmers used credit (see Table 14). A 
third factor is the attitude toward present acreage. Nearly four-fifths 
of the small farm operators in Lafayette Parish stated that their present 
acreage was suitable for full-time farming, even though they operated small 
acreages. This implies that they were mostly interested in intensive 
enterprises and probably were not interested in expansion in order to
Table 14: Attitudinal Characteristics of Small Farm Operators in Lafayette Parish by Tenure and Race of
Operator, 1976.-/
Categories
For 
All Small 
Farms
For
Full-Time
Farmers
Small Farms Operated By 
Part-Time White Black 
Farmers Farmers Farmers
Small Farm Operators: — Percent------------ ----------
Willing to Expand to Full-Time Farming 1.5 N.A. 5.6 0.0 2.8
Attending Extension Service Courses/Meetings 6.2 0.0 11.1 10.3 2.8
Wanting Extension Service to Offer Special Courses 1.5 0.0 5.6 0.0 2.8
Wanting Their Children to be Farmers 50.8 47.5 44.4 65.5 38.9
Willing to Use Credit 41.5 47.5 44.4 20.7 58.3
That Think Present Acreage is Suitable for Full-
Time Farming 78.5 100.0 38.9 75.9 80.6
That Receives Farm Related Magazines 32.3 22.5 50.0 62.1 8.3
Concerned with Community Problems that have;
Talked to Public Officials 36.9 27.5 44.4 65.5 13.9
Talked to Family or Friends 47.7 40.0 55.6 69.0 30.6
Signed a Petition 26.2 17.5 33.3 51.7 5.6
Attended Meetings in Regard to a Problem 26.2 17.5 33.3 51.7 5.6
None of the Above 50.8 57.5 44.4 27.6 69.4
Having had Soil Tested 43.1 40.0 44.4 69.0 22.2
Two Years or Less 6.2 10.0 0.0 10.4 2.8
Viewing the Future of Farming As;
Very Favorable 30.8 35.0 33.3 34.5 27.8
Somewhat Favorable 43.1 37.5 33.3 51.7 36.1
Somewhat Unfavorable 6.2 7.5 5.6 0.0 11.1
Very Unfavorable 
Don't Know
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
20.0 20.0 27.8 13.8 25.0
Viewing his/her Future in Farming As;
Very Favorable 13.8 15.0 11.1 17.2 11.1
Somewhat Favorable 58.5 60.0 55.6 48.3 66.7
Somewhat Unfavorable 26.2 22.5 33.3 31.0 22.2
Very Unfavorable 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Don't Know 1.5 2.5 0.0 3.4 0.0
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish, Summer 1976.
-/percents were computed from each category's total. N.A. - not applicable.
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produce extensive crops and/or livestock.
Generally, small farm operators in Lafayette Parish did not have 
membership in farm, civic or social organizations (see Table 15). For 
example, only 7.7 percent belonged to farm organizations; 7.7 percent 
belonged to social organizations; and 18.5 percent belonged to civic 
organizations. Further, less than one-third of the small farm operators 
in the sample felt that farm organizations in the area were concerned with 
problems of small farmers and only 13.8 percent thought that small farmers 
in the area were active in farm organizations (see Table 15).
The Farm Family
Spouse
In Lafayette Parish, 52.3 percent of the spouses of small farm 
operators were 55 years old or older, with more of the whites (55.2 percent) 
than the blacks (50 percent) in this category (see Table 16). The spouses 
were younger than the small farm operators.
Spouses of small farm operators in Lafayette Parish generally com­
pleted more years of formal education than the small farm operators. For 
example, 29.2 percent of the spouses completed 9 years or more of formal 
education (see Table 16). This compared to 15.4 percent of the small farm 
operators. Nearly 60 percent of spouses of white small farm operators com­
pleted 9 years or more formal education, which compared to only 5.6 percent 
of the spouses of black small farm operators.
Approximately one-half of the spouses of small farm operators in 
Lafayette Parish had excellent or good health (see Table 16). Percentage­
wise, more of the spouses of white small farm operators (55.2 percent) had
Table 15: Attitude of Small Farm Operators Toward Membership in Organizations by Race of Operator,
Lafayette Parish, 1976.-'
For  For Small Farms Operated By
Categories All Small 
Farms
Full-Time
Farmers
Part-Time
Farmers
White
Farmers
Black
Farmers
---------- -----------
Small Farm Operators:
Having Membership In: 
Veteran Organizations 7.7 5.0 0.0 17.2 0.0
Social or Fraternal Organizations 7.7 2.5 5.6 17.2 0.0
Civic Organizations 18.5 17.5 27.8 17.2 19.4
Farm Organizations 7.7 2.5 16.7 10.4 5.6
Trade Organizations 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Voluntary and Elected Activity on Local
Boards and Commissions 7.7 5.0 5.6 13.8 2.8
That Feel Farm Organizations in Area are Concerned
with Problems of Small Farmers 30.8 15.0 50.0 44.8 19.4
That Think Small Farms in Area are Active in Farm
Organizations 13.8 5.0 27.8 20.7 8.3
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish, Summer 1976.
-^Percents were computed from each category's total.
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Table 16: General Characteristics of Spouses of Small Farm Operators in
Lafayette Parish, 1976.-/
Categories
All Small 
Farm 
Operators-/
Small Farms 
White 
Farmers-/
Operated By 
Black 
Farmers^/
-----------------------------------------------Percent----- — --------------------- ---—
Age:
Less Than 45 Years 9.2 13.8 5.6
45 to 54 Years 29.2 24.1 33.3
55 Years and Over 52.3 55.2 50.0
Formal Education:
Less Than 9 Years 61.5 34.5 83.3
9 to 12 Years 21.5 41.4 5.6
Over 12 Years 7.7 17.2 0.0
Health:
Excellent 6.2 13.8 0.0
Good 43.1 41.4 44.4
Average 24.6 27.6 22.2
Fair 15.4 10.4 19.4
Poor 1.5 0.0 2.8
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish,
Summer 1976.
-/percents were computed from each category's total.
-/percents will not total 100 because 6 of the operators did not 
have spouses.
-/percents will not total 100 because 2 of the operators did not 
have spouses.
-/percents will not total 100 because 4 of the operators did not 
have spouses.
excellent or good health than spouses of black small farm operators (44.4 
percent).
Information concerning off-farm employment for spouses of small 
farm operators in Lafayette Parish is presented in Tables 17 and 18. 
Generally, the spouses preferred minimum wage jobs; 15.4 percent preferred 
to be cooks, 7.7 percent janitors, and 6.2 percent maids (see Table 17).
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Table 17: Off-Farm Jobs Preferred by Spouses of Small Farm Operators in
Lafayette Parish, 1976-/
Jobs Preferred
All Small 
Farm 
Operators-'
Small Farms 
White 
Farmers-/
Operated By 
Black 
Farmers-/
Cook 15.4
--- Percent----
10.4 19.4
Janitor 7.7 0.0 13.9
Maid 6.2 0.0 11.1
Teacher 4.6 10.4 0.0
Secretary 3.1 6.9 0.0
Hairdresser 3.1 6.9 ' 0.0
Clerk 3.1 6.9 0.0
General Laborer 1.5 0.0 2.8
Bank Teller 1.5 3.5 0.0
Sales 1.5 3.5 0.0
Bookkeeper 1.5 3.5 0.0
Nurse 1.5 3.5 0.0
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish,
Summer 1976.
^Percents were computed from each category's total.
-^Percents will not total 100 because several of the small farm 
operators did not have spouses or spouses did not want an off-farm job.
Spouses of black small farm operators followed this pattern whereas spouses 
of white small farm operators generally preferred more lucrative jobs such 
as teachers, secretaries, hairdressers or clerks (see Table 17). Jobs 
most frequently indicated available to spouses of small farm operators in 
Lafayette Parish included cooks, maids, clerks, and janitors (see Table 18).
Size of Family
The average small farm family in Lafayette Parish was 3.6 persons. 
Black small farm operators had larger families than white small farm opera' 
tors, 4.3 persons compared to 2.8 persons (see Table 19).
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Table 18: Off-Farm Jobs in Lafayette Parish that were Available to
Spouses of Small Farm Operators, 1976.-'
Jobs Available
All Small 
Farm . 
Operators-'
Small Farms 
White . 
Farmers-/
Operated By 
Black . 
Farmers-'
---------- -— -- Percent---- -------------
First Choice:
Cook 16.9 10.5 22.2
Maid 8.0 0.0 13.9
Clerk 8.0 17.2 0.0
Janitor 8.0 0.0 13.9
Cashier 4.6 10.5 0.0
Hairdresser 4.6 10.5 0.0
Teacher 3.1 6.9 0.0
General Laborer 1.5 0.0 2.8
Sales 1.5 3.5 0.0
Secretary 1.5 3.5 0.0
Nurse 1.5 3.5 0.0
Second Choice:
Maid 16.9 37.9 22.2
Cook 12.3 27.6 22.2
Clerk 6.2 14.0 0.0
Cashier 4.6 10.4 0.0
Sales 1.5 3.5 0.0
Bank Teller 1.5 3.5 0.0
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish,
Summer 1976.
-/percents were computed from each category's total.
-^Percents will not total 100 because several of the small farm 
operators did not have spouses or spouses did not want an off-farm job.
There was an average of 1.7 children per small farm family, .9 for 
small farms operated by whites and 2.4 for those operated by blacks (see
Table 19). Nearly one-half of the small farm operators had children 15
years old or older, with 68.5 percent of those children being males (see
Table 19). The high percentage of small farm operators with children in
15 years old or older category was expected due to the age of the operators 
and their spouses.
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Table 19: Age and Sex of Children of Small Farm Operators in Lafayette
Parish, 1976.i'
Categories
All Small 
Farm 
Operators
Small Farms 
White 
Farmers
Operated By 
Black 
Farmers
Number of Children 112 25 87
Percent Male 58.9 68.0 56.3
Percent Female 41.1 32.0 43.7
Age of Children
Percent Under 12 16.1 16.0 16.1
Percent Male-' 50.0 50.0 50.0
Percent Female-' 50.0 50.0 50.0
Percent 12 to 15 35.7 32.0 36.9
Percent Male-' 50.0 37.5 53.1
Percent Female-' 50.0 62.5 46.9
Percent Over 15 48.2 52.0 47.1
Percent Male-' 68.5 92.3 61.0
Percent Female-' 31.5 7.7 39.0
Average Number of Children
Per Farm 1.7 .9 2.4
Average Size of Farm Family 3.6 2.8 4.3
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish,
Summer 1976.
•^Percents were computed from each category's total.
-^Computed from the under 12 years old total.
3 /-'Computed from the 12 to 15 years old total.
-^Computed from the over 15 years old total.
Resources
Land Resource
In Lafayette Parish, small farm operators owned an average of 36.8 
acres of land but operated an average of only 28.6 acres (see Table 20). 
Full-time small farm operators in the parish operated more acres of land
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Table 20: Land Holdings of Small Farm Operators in Lafayette Parish, by
Tenure, 1976.
Categories All Small Tenure of Farm Operator
Farmers Full-Time Part-Time All Others
Number of Land Owners 56 34 15 7
Under 20 Acres 20 11 8 1
20 or More Acres 36 23 7 6
Average Acres Owned 36.8 25.7 34.3 106.3
Number of Land Operators 65 40 18 7
Under 20 Acres 31 17 12 2
20 or More Acres 34 23 6 5
Average Acres Operated 28.6 28.2 26.0 37.7
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish,
Summer 197 6.
than they owned whereas part-time small farm operators owned more than they 
operated.
In Lafayette Parish, small farm operators used 17 percent of their 
land for the production of vegetable crops, 25.8 percent for field crops, 
48.1 percent for pasture, and the remainder was either idle cropland, wood­
land , or other non-cropland (see Table 21). For those small farm operators 
with less than 20 acres of land, 4 out of 10 acres were used for vegetable 
production whereas those with 20 or more acres of land used one out of 
eight acres for vegetable production (see Table 21).
Labor Resources
Hired Labor: In Lafayette Parish, 64.6 percent of the small farm
operators used hired labor. Most of the hired labor was part-time sea­
sonal workers; no full-time workers were used by small farm operators in 
Lafayette Parish. A larger percentage of white farmers (75.9 percent) than
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Table 21: Use of Land by Small Farm Operators in Lafayette Parish, 1976.
Item
All Small 
Farm 
Operators
Small Farmers Operating 
Less Than 20 or More 
20 Acres Acres
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Number of Small Farms 65
o
•
oo■H 31 47.7-/ 34 52.3-/
Acres Percent Acres Percent Acres Percent
Total Land in Small 
Farms 1,859 100.0^/ 321 17.31-/ 1,538 82.7-/
Land Used For 
Vegetable Crops 316 17.0 125 38.9 191 12.4
Field Crops 480 25.8 77 24.0 403 26.2
Improved Pasture 823 44.3 80 24.9 743 48.3
Unimproved Pasture 70 3.8 8 2.5 62 4.0
Idle Cropland 17 0.9 3 0.9 14 0.9
Woodland 29 1.6 0 0.0 29 1.9
Other Non-Cropland 120 6.5 29 9.0 91 5.9
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish,
Summer 1976.
-/Represents percent of all small farmers and total land in small 
farms, respectively. All other percents were computed from each column's 
total.
black farmers (55.6 percent) used hired labor (see Table 22).
Family Labor: Nearly 7 out of 10 small farm operators in Lafayette
Parish used their spouses as farm workers; 6 out of 10 used their children 
as farm workers. More black than white small farm operators used their 
spouses as farm workers (80.6 percent compared to 55.2 percent). The 
same relationship occurred for children used as farm workers (see Table 22).
Farm Inventory
Machinery and Equipment: In Lafayette Parish, more than two-thirds
of the small farm operators owned a tractor, with 3.1 percent owning more
55
Table 22: Percent of Small Farm Operators Using Hired Labor and Family
Labor, by Race of Operator, Lafayette Parish, 1976.-/
Categories
All Small 
Farm 
Operators
Small Farms 
White 
Farmers
Operated By 
Black 
Farmers
— -------- -------------Percent---- -------------------- —
Hired Labor
Small Farm Operators Using:
Full-Time Workers 0.0 0.0 0.0
Part-Time Daily Workers 16.9 34.5 2.8
Part-Time Seasonal Workers 58.5 62.1 55.6
All Hired Workers 64.6 75.9 55.6
Family Labor
Small Farm Operators Using:
Spouse as Farm Worker 69.2 55.2 80.6
Children as Farm Workers 61.5 44.8 75.0
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish,
Summer 1976.
-/percents were computed from each category's total.
than one tractor. Further, 21.5 percent owned draft mules or horses. More 
of the black small farm operators than whites owned draft mules or horses 
(see Table 23).
As for equipment, some of the small farm operators in Lafayette 
Parish had disk plows (56.9 percent), disk or drag harrows (10.8 percent), 
planters (13.8 percent), and cultivators (46.2 percent). A larger percen­
tage of white small farm operators had the preceeding items of equipment 
than black small farm operators (see Table 23).
Nine out of 10 small farm operators owned a truck; a larger percen­
tage of whites than blacks owned a truck (see Table 23). The trucks on 
small farms in Lafayette Parish had an average age of 8.93 years, with an 
average value of $1,312.88 (see Table 24).
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Table 23: Percent of Small Farm Operators Owning Selected Items of Farm
Equipment, Lafayette Parish, 1976.-/
All Small Small Farms Operated By
Items Farm White Black
Operators Farmers Farmers
-Percent'
Small Farm Operators With: 
Tractors 67.7 82.8 55.6
More than One 3.1 6.9 0.0
Mule/Horse and Equipment 21.5 6.9 33.3
Disk Plows 56.9 69.0 47.2
Disk or Drag Harrows 10.8 17.2 5.6
Planters 13.8 17.2 11.1
Fertilizer/Lime Spreaders 4.6 6.9 2.8
Cultivators 46.2 48.3 47.2
Other Equipment-/ 67.7 79.3 58.3
Trucks 89.2 93.1 86.1
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish,
Summer 1976.
-/percents were computed from each category's total.
-/included such items as hay baling equipment, sprayer, farm shop 
tools, irrigation equipment, trailers, and so forth.
Tractors on small farms in Lafayette Parish averaged 16.59 years of 
age, with a value of $1,806.01. Tractors on small farms operated by black 
farmers were older, with lower values, than those tractors on small farms 
operated by whites (see Table 24). Age, value, and other information about 
equipment used with the tractors are presented in Table 25.
Farm Buildings: Farm buildings included hay barns, milking barns,
tractor sheds, and corn cribs. Farm buildings on small farms in Lafayette 
Parish were quite old, averaging 17.84 years, with an average value of 
$887.29. The average value of farm buildings on small farms operated by 
white farmers was almost $1,000.00 higher than for blacks (see Table 24).
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Table 24: Selected Characteristics of Tractors, Trucks, and Farm Build­
ings-' on Small Farms in Lafayette Parish, 1976.
All Small Small Farms Operated By
Items Farm
Operators
White
Farmers
Black
Farmers
Tractors:
Average Number 
Average Age (Years)-/ 
Average Value (Dollars)-/
.69
16.59
1806.01
.90
15.24
1927.20
.56
17.16
1522.82
Trucks:
Average Number 
Average Age (Years)-/ 
Average Value (Dollars)-/
.89
8.93
1312.88
.93
7.19
1716.72
.86
10.43
957.69
Farm Buildings:
Average Age (Years)-/ 
Average Value (Dollars)-/
17.84
887.29
17.16
1438.12
18.33
469.38
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish,
Summer 1976.
-/Farm buildings include hay barns, milking barns, tractor sheds, 
and corn cribs.
2 /-'These averages represent averages for the items and not averages 
per farm.
The difference in value was probably due to either differences in size or 
quality of the structures.
Livestock: Approximately three-fifths of the small farm operators
in Lafayette Parish produced livestock for sale. Over 75 percent of the 
small farmers produced beef cattle, with an average size herd of 15 cattle. 
Over 46 percent of the small farmers produced swine with an average of 13 
animals per enterprise. White small farm operators produced mostly beef 
cattle whereas black small farm operators produced both beef cattle and 
swine (see Table 26).
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Table 25: Inventory of Farm Equipment Other than Tractors, Trucks, and
Farm Buildings on Small Farms in Lafayette Parish, 1976.
Item
All Small 
Farm 
Operators
Small Farms 
White 
Farmers
Operated By 
Black 
Farmers
Disk Plows:
Average Number .54 .69 .42
Average Value (Dollars)-' 179.35 203.41 147.17
Percent One Row 31.43 15.00 53.33
Percent Two Rows or More-/ 68.57 85.00 46.67
Planters:
Average Number
Average Value (Dollars)-/
.12 .14 .11
68.08 123.14 • 54.55
Fertilizer/Lime Spreaders:
Average Number
Average Value (Dollars)-/
.05 .07 .03
92.40 246.26 46.33
Cultivators:
Average Number
Average Value (Dollars)-'
.48 .48 .47
83.98 98.77 73.58
Percent One Row-/ 36.92 64.29 88.24
Percent Two Rows or More-/ 10.77 35.71 11.76
Other Equipment:-/
Average Value (Dollars)-' 559.03 633.78 477.65
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish,
Summer 1976.
-/This represents average value of the item, not average value per
farm.
-/percents were computed from each item's total.
3/- Includes such items as hay baling equipment, sprayer, farm shop 
tools, irrigation equipment, and equipment used by operators who farm with 
mules or horses.
Production Practices 
Selected production resources used by small farm operators in Lafay­
ette Parish are presented in Table 27. All of small farm operators used
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Table 26: Inventory of Livestock on Small Farms in Lafayette Parish, 1976,
Categories
All Small 
Farm 
Operators
Small Farms Operated By 
White Black 
Farmers Farmers
Percent Size^/Percent Size^/Percent Size-/
Small Farmers with Livestock
for Sale: 58.5 N.A. 69.0 N.A. 50.0 N.A.
Livestock Produced:-/
Beef Cattle 75.4 15.0 79.3 24.0 72.2 8.0
Dairy Cattle 3.1 2.0 0.0 0.0 5.6 2.0
Swine 46.2 13.0 10.3 10.0 75.0 14.0
Other Livestock-/ 72.3 N.A. 62.1 N.A. 77.8 N.A.
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish,
Summer 1976.
-/indicates average size (head of livestock) of enterprise.
o /
-'Indicates that portion of small farm operators producing livestock 
that produced the particular livestock.
3/- Includes poultry, goats, riding horses, work horses, and mules. 
N.A. - not applicable.
commercial fertilizer; 86.2 percent used commercial seed; 72.2 percent 
used hay; and 47.7 percent used hybrid seed. Resources used by a very few 
were artificial insemination, animal manure, and protein concentrate.
There were little difference between white and black small farm operators 
in the use of production resources (see Table 27).
Generally small farm operators in Lafayette Parish applied ferti­
lizer before planting, applied some fertilizer after planting, used in­
secticides and herbicides sparingly, cultivated 4 to 5 times, and did not 
use irrigation (see Table 28). Custom hiring was used by a larger percen­
tage of okra producers than producers of other enterprises (see Table 28).
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Table 27: Use of Selected Production Items and Services by Small Farm
Operators in Lafayette Parish, 1976.-/
Product
and
Services
All Small 
Farm 
Operators
Small Farms 
White 
Farmers
Operated By 
Black 
Farmers
------- ------------Percent---- ---------------------- —
Small Farm Operators Using:
Commercial Fertilizer 100.0 100.0 100.0
Lime 21.5 27.6 16.7
Animal Manure 3.1 3.5 2.8
Protein Concentrate 4.6 10.3 0.0
Hay 72.3 75.9 69.4
Hybrid Seed 47.7 41.4 52.8
Commercial Seed 86.2 79.3 91.7
Custom Hire 24.6 27.6 22.2
Insecticide 12.3 10.3 13.9
Artificial Insemination:
Beef 1.5 0.0 2.8
Dairy 0.0 0.0 0.0
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish,
Summer 1976.
-/percents were computed from each category's total.
(See Appendix B for additional information on production practices used by 
white and black small farm operators in Lafayette Parish).
Marketing Outlets 
Small farm operators in Lafayette Parish marketed their products 
through process and fresh market channels. The market outlets most fre­
quently used by small farm operators in Lafayette Parish were local vege­
table markets, local processors, and others (includes selling at the farm 
gate, peddling, pick your own, etc., as shown in Table 29). (See Appendix 
B for information concerning marketing outlets used by white and black 
small farm operators in Lafayette Parish).
Table 28: Production Practices for Selected Enterprises Used by Small Farm Operators in Lafayette Parish,
1976.
Production Practices-/
Enterprises Number of 
Operators
Applied
Fertilizer
Before
Planting
Applied
Fertilizer
After
Planting
Used
Insecti­
cide
Used
Herbi­
cide
Used
Custom
Hire
Operations
Used
Irrigation
Culti­
vations Hoeings
Sweet Potatoes 23 95.65
-----------Percent---
21.74 4.25 13.04 13.04 0.00
-Times----
4.48 1.78
Okra 23 82.61 52.17 0.00 4.35 26.09 0.00 4.57 2.52
Hot Peppers 11 54.55 81.82 72.73 0.00 9.09 0.00 17.64 8.55
Irish Potatoes 4 75.00 0.00 25.00 25.00 0.00 0.00 1.75 0.75
Sweet Corn 4 100.00 25.00 25.00 25.00 0.00 0.00 3.25 0.25
Crowder Peas 2 100.00 0.00 50.00 50.00 0.00 0.00 2.50 1.50
Snapbeans 1 100.00 0.00 100.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.00
Squash 1 100.00 0.00 100.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish, Summer 1976.
-^Percents and average times for cultivations and hoeings were computed from farm operators producing 
each enterprise.
Table 29: Marketing Outlets for Selected Enterprises Used by Small Farm Operators in Lafayette Parish, 1976.
Enterprises
Number
of
Operators
Marketing Outlets Used
Farm
Market
Coops
Local
Vegetable
Markets
Contract
Arrangements
Roadside
Markets
Local
Processors
Others-/
— — ------ ------------------- — ------------ -Number of Farmers—
Sweet Potatoes 23 1 12 2 0 8 13
Okra 23 0 8 0 0 19 5
Hot Peppers 11 0 4 0 0 10 0
Irish Potatoes 4 1 4 0 0 0 0
Sweet Corn 4 1 4 0 0 0 0
Crowder Peas 2 1 2 0 0 0 0
Snapbeans 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
Squash 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish, Sumner 1976.
-^Included such marketing outlets as selling at the farm gate, peddling, pick your own operations, and 
so forth.
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Tangipahoa Parish.
Operator Characteristics
Age, Health, Education,...
Nearly two-thirds of the small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish 
were 55 years old or older. Two-thirds of the full-time farmers, compared 
to one-half of the part-time farmers were in this category. Over 83 per­
cent of the black small farm operators and 60.8 percent of the white 
small farm operators were in the 55 years or older category (see Table 30).
More than half (53.9 percent) of the small farm operators in Tangi­
pahoa Parish had good or excellent health, with more full-time farmers 
than part-time farmers and more white farmers than black farmers in this 
category (see Table 30). At the other end of the scale, one out of every 
ten small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish reported poor health.
Two-thirds of the small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish com­
pleted less than nine years of formal education. Fewer full-time farmers 
(66.7 percent) than part-time farmers (71.4 percent) and fewer white farmers 
(60.7 percent) than black farmers (100 percent) were in the less than nine 
years of formal education category (see Table 30).
Nine out of every ten small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish 
were married, with eight out of ten farming for more than 30 years (see 
Table 30). Percentagewise, fewer black small farmers than white small 
farmers were married but more black small farmers than white small farmers 
had been farming for more than 30 years (see Table 30).
Off-Farm Employment
Tables 31, 32, and 33 provide information on off-farm employment
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Table 30: General Characteristics of Small Farm Operators in Tangipahoa
Parish According to Tenure and Race, 1976.-'
All Small Small Farms Operated By
Categories Farm
Operators
Full-Time
Farmers
Part-Time
Farmers
White
Farmers
Black
Farmers
---------- — --------- -Percent—
Small Farm Operators: 
Age:
Less Than 35 Years 7.9 6.7 14.3 9.8 0.0
35 to 44 Years 6.4 6.7 7.1 7.8 0.0
45 to 54 Years 20.6 20.0 28.6 21.6 16.7
55 to 64 Years 39.7 40.0 35.7 37.3 50.0
65 Years and Over 25.4 26.7 14.3 23.5 33.3
Health:
Excellent 22.2 24.4 14.3 25.5 8.3
Good 31.7 27.8 14.3 35.3 16.7
Average 22.2 24.4 21.4 17.6 41.7
Fair 12.7 8.9 21.4 9.8 25.0
Poor 11.1 4.4 28.6 11.8 8.3
Formal Education:
Less Than 5 Years 20.6 17.8 35.7 17.6 33.3
5 to 8 Years 47.6 48.9 35.7 43.1 66.7
9 to 10 Years 27.0 28.9 21.4 33.3 0.0
Over 12 Years 4.8 4.4 7.1 5.9 0.0
Marital Status:
Married 92.1 93.3 85.7 96.1 75.0
All Others-/
Farming Career:
1 to 5 Years 9.5 8.9 14.3 9.8 8.3
6 to 10 Years 6.4 6.7 7.1 5.9 8.3
11 to 20 Years 1.6 0.0 7.1 2.0 0.0
21 to 30 Years 3.2 4.4 0.0 3.9 0.0
More Than 30 Years 79.4 80.0 71.4 78.4 . 83.3
SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish,
Summer 1976.
-^Percents were computed from each category's total.
o /
-'Included operators that were divorced, widowed, separated or
single.
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Table 31: Off-Farm Jobs Presently Held by Small F a m  Operators in Tangi­
pahoa Parish by Race of Operator, 1976.-'
All Small Small Farms Operated By
Type of Job F a m White Black
Operators Farmers Famers
Small F a m  Operators Working As: 
School Bus Drivers 7.9 5.9 16.7
Self-Employed 3.2 3.9 0.0
F a m  Laborers 3.2 0.0 16.7
Bookkeepers 1.6 2.0 0.0
Barbers 1.6 2.0 0.0
Common Laborers 1.6 2.0 0.0
Salesmen 1.6 2.0 0.0
Total Working Off F a m 20.6 17.6 33.3
SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish,
Summer 1976.
-^Percents were computed from each category's total.
obtained from small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish. Two out of every 
ten small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish had off-farm jobs, with a 
third of the black small f a m  operators and 17.6 percent of the white small 
f a m  operators working off the f a m  (see Table 31). School bus driver was 
the off-farm job held by more of the small f a m  operators than any other 
off-fam job.
When asked, "if you wanted to add to your family income through off- 
f a m  work, what sort of activity would you choose," 11.1 percent of the 
small f a m  operators in Tangipahoa Parish selected skilled laborer and 7.9 
percent, respectively, selected f a m  laborer, truck driver, construction 
laborer, and common laborer (see Table 32). White small f a m  operators 
preferred skilled laborer whereas black small f a m  operators preferred f a m  
laborer or construction laborer as top off-fam job priorities (see Table 
32).
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Table 32: Off-Farm Jobs Wanted by Small Farm Operators In Tangipahoa
Parish by Race of Operator, 1976.-'
Type of Off-Farm Jobs-/
All Small 
Farm 
Operators
Small Farms Operated By 
White Black 
Farmers Farmers
Skilled Laborer 11.1
-Percent----
13.7 0.0
Farm Laborer 7.9 3.9 8.3
Truck Driver 7.9 7.8 2.8
Construction Laborer 7.9 3.9 8.3
Common Laborer 7.9 7.8 2.8
Carpenter 6.3 7.8 0.0
Auto Mechanic 4.8 5.9 0.0
Salesman 4.8 5.9 0.0
Small Business Manager 3.2 3.9 0.0
Watchman 3.2 3.9 0.0
School Bus Driver 3.2 2.0 2.8
Road Work 1.6 2.0 0.0
Electrician 1.6 2.0 0.0
Barber 1.6 2.0 0.0
Merchant Marine 1.6 2.0 0.0
Clerk 1.6 2.0 0.0
SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish,
Summer 1976.
-/percents were computed from each category's total.
2 /-'Jobs wanted was based on answers to the question: "If you wanted
to add to your family income through off-farm work, what sort of activity 
would you choose?"
As for the availability of off-farm job opportunities, small farm 
operators in Tangipahoa Parish indicated as a first choice either construc­
tion laborer, farm laborer, or skilled laborer and as a second choice either 
carpenter, auto mechanic, common laborer, or skilled laborer (see Table 33). 
Skilled laborer was the top job opportunity indicated by white small farm 
operators as their first choice and carpenter, auto mechanic, common 
laborer, and store manager equally as their second choice. Black small 
farm operators indicated construction laborer, farm laborer, and common
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Table 33: Off-Farm Jobs Available to Small Farm Operators in Tangipahoa
Parish by Race of Operator, 1976.-/
Type of Off-Farm Job
All Small 
Farm 
Operators
Small Farms 
White 
Farmers
Operated By 
Black 
Farmers
--------- ------ Percent------------------- — -----
First Choice:
Construction Laborer 7.9 5.9 16.7
Farm Laborer 7.9 5.9 16.7
Skilled Laborer 7.9 9.8 0.0
Truck Driver 6.3 5.9 8.3
Carpenter 6.3 7.8 0.0
Common Laborer 6.3 3.9 16.7
Auto Mechanic 4.8 5.9 0.0
Salesman 3.2 3.9 0.0
All Others-/ 14.3 15.7 8.3
Second Choice: 
Carpenter 4.8 5.9 0.0
Auto Mechanic 4.8 5.9 0.0
Common Laborer 4.8 5.9 0.0
Skill Laborer 4.8 3.9 8.3
Construction Laborer 3.2 3.9 8.3
Farm Laborer 3.2 3.9 8.3
Store Manager 3.2 5.9 0.0
Road Worker 3.2 3.9 8.3
Truck Driver 1.6 0.0 8.3
SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish,
Summer 197 6.
-/percents were computed from each category's total.
-/included jobs such as grocer, barber, school teacher, and so
forth.
laborer as job opportunities for their first choice and skilled laborer, 
construction laborer, farm laborer, road worker, and truck driver equally 
as top job opportunities for their second choice (see Table 33).
Attitude
To a degree, enterprise selection represents an attitudinal deci­
sion. Enterprises small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish expressed an
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Table 34: Percent of Small Farm Operators in Tangipahoa Parish Willing to
Produce Selected Crops by Race of Operator, 1976.
Crop Race of Small Farm Operators All Small
Enterprise_________________ White-/ Black-/ Farm Operators-/
-------------------- Percent-------------------
Most Vegetables-/ 33.3 25.0 31.7
Soybeans 5.9 0.0 4.8
Field Corn 13.7 25.0 15.9
Cotton 2.0 8.3 3.2
Butterbeans 19.6 25.0 20.6
Cabbage 3.9 0.0 3.2
Eggplants 9.8 8.3 9.5
Squash 5.8 8.3 9.5
Tomatoes 15.7 0.0 12.7
Snapbeans 2.0 0.0 1.6
Okra 17.6 8.3 15.9
Watermelons 9.8 8.3 9.5
Crowder Peas 11.8 41.7 17.5
Greens 9.8 0.0 7.9
Hay 3.9 0.0 3.2
Sweet Potatoes 0.0 8.3 1.6
Irish Potatoes 0.0 8.3 1.6
SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish,
Summer 1976.
-/percent of all white small farm operators.
o /
-'Percent of all black small farm operators.
3 /-'Percent of all small farm operators.
-^Rather than give a list of all the vegetables, the small farm 
operators used the phrase "most vegetables".
interest in pursuing, but for several reasons were not, are presented in 
Table 34. Nearly one-third of the operators preferred most vegetables,57 
followed by butterbeans (20.6 percent), crowder peas (17.5 percent), okra
57Rather than give a list of all the vegetables, small farm operators 
used the phrase ,lmost vegetables".
A.
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(15.9 percent), and field corn (15.9 percent). White operators were will­
ing to produce most vegetables (33.3 percent), butterbeans (19.6 percent), 
okra (17.6 percent), and tomatoes (15.7 percent). In comparison, black 
operators were willing to produce crowder peas (41.7 percent) most vege­
tables (25 percent), field corn (25 percent), and butterbeans (25 percent).
Other attitudinal characteristics, which have an important bearing 
on decisions made by small farm operators, are presented in Tables 35 and 
36. For example, the use of technical services are very important to any 
farmer. Small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish did not attend exten­
sion service courses and/or meetings and only 22.2 percent wanted the 
Extension Service to offer special courses (see Table 35).58 Attitude 
toward credit is another factor. Only 28.6 percent of the small farm 
operators indicated that they were willing to use credit. Percentagewise, 
more part-time farmers than full-time farmers and more black farmers than 
white farmers were willing to use credit (see Table 35). Attitude toward 
present acreage is a third attitudinal factor affecting the decisions made 
by small farm operators. Approximately nine out of ten small farm opera­
tors in Tangipahoa Parish indicated that their present acreage was suffi­
cient for full-time farming, even though they operated small acreages.
This would imply that they were satisfied with their present intensive 
crop and livestock production. In comparison, more full-time farmers than 
part-time farmers and more white farmers than black farmers felt that 
their present acreage was suitable for full-time farming (see Table 35).
58Participation in Extension Service courses and/or meetings repre­
sented technical services in this study.
Table 35: Attitudinal Characteristics of Small Farm Operators in Tangipahoa Parish by Tenure and Race of
Operator, 1976.-/
Categories
For 
All Farms 
Farms
For
Full-Time
Farmers
Small Farms Operated By 
Part-Time White 
Farmers Farmers
Black
Farmers
Small Farm Operators: -------------------
Willing to Expand to Full-Time Farming 9.5 N.A. 35.7 5.9 25.0
Attending Extension Service Courses/Meetings 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Wanting Extension Service to Offer Special Courses 22.2 26.7 14.3 27.5 0.0
. Wanting Their Children to be Farmers 36.5 35.6 35.7 43.1 8.3
Willing to Use Credit 28.6 26.7 42.9 21.6 58.3
That Think Present Acreage is Suitable for Full-
Time Farming 88.9 100.0 50.0 90.2 83.3
That Receives Farm Related Magazines 39.7 42.2 28.6 49.0 0.0
Concerned with Community Problems that have;
Talked to Public Officials 30.2 33.3 21.4 35.3 8.3
Talked to Family or Friends 54.0 60.0 42.9 56.9 41.7
Signed a Petition 25.4 26.7 28.6 27.5 16.7
Attended Meetings in Regard to a Problem 27.0 26.7 35.7 31.4 8.3
None of the Above 38.1 31.1 50.0 33.3 58.3
Having had Soil Tested 81.0 84.4 64.3 86.3 58.3
Two Years or Less 15.9 17.8 14.3 17.6 8.3
Viewing the Future of Farming As;
Very Favorable 22.2 28.9 7.1 23.5 16.7
Somewhat Favorable 58.7 53.3 71.4 58.8 58.3
Somewhat Unfavorable 14.3 13.3 21.4 11.8 25.0
Very Unfavorable 4.8 4.4 0.0 5.9 0.0
Don't Know 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Viewing his/her Future in Farming As;
Very Favorable 27.0 33.3 14.3 27.5 25.0
Somewhat Favorable 50.8 46.7 64.3 49.0 58.3
Somewhat Unfavorable 15.9 15.6 7.1 17.6 8.3
Very Unfavorable 3.2 0.0 14.3 2.0 8.3
Don't Know 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish, Summer 1976.
-^Percents were computed from each category's total. N.A. - not applicable.
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Membership in various organizations can be o£ importance to small 
farm operators. Generally, only a few small farm operators in Tangipahoa 
Parish had memberships in organizations. For example, less than one-fifth 
belonged to farm organizations and only one out of ten belonged to civic 
organizations (see Table 36). For the most part, black small farm opera­
tors and part-time farmers did not have membership in organizations (see 
Table 36).
In Tangipahoa Parish, nearly half of the small farm operators in­
dicated that farm organizations in the area were concerned with the prob­
lems of small farmers and four out of ten indicated that their peers were 
active in farm organizations (see Table 36). Obviously the farmers over 
estimated the activity of their peers in organizations since only 17.5 
percent of the small farmers in the parish belonged to farm organizations.
The Farm Family
Spouse
In Tangipahoa Parish, 44.4 percent of the spouses of small farm 
operators were 55 years old or older (see Table 37). This compared to 
more than 60 percent of operators in this age category. Generally, 
spouses of white small farm operators were older than those of black small 
farm operators (see Table 37).
Spouses of small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish had completed 
higher levels of formal education than the operators. For example, more 
than two-thirds of the spouses had completed nine years or more formal 
education (see Table 37) compared to one-third of the operators completing
Table 36: Attitude of Small Farm Operators Toward Membership in Organizations by Race of Operator,
Tangipahoa Parish, 1976.-/
For  For Small Farms Operated By
Categories All Small 
Farms
Full-Time
Farmers
Part-Time
Farmers
White
Farmers
Black
Farmers
----------- ---------- ----------
Small Farm Operators: 
Having Membership In:
Veterans Organizations 3.2 4.4 0.0 3.9 0.0
Social or Fraternal Organizations 4.8 6.7 0.0 3.9 8.3
Civic Organizations 9.5 13.3 0.0 11.8 0.0
Farm Organizations 17.5 22.2 7.1 21.6 0.0
Trade Organizations 6.3 8.9 0.0 7.8 0.0
Voluntary and Elected Activity on Local
Boards and Commissions 6.3 6.7 7.1 7.8 0.0
That Feel Farm Organizations in Area are Concerned
with Problems of Small Farmers 46.0 48.9 35.7 49.0 33.3
That Think Small Farmers in Area are Active in Farm
Organizations 39.7 40.0 35.7 41.2 33.3
SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish, Summer 1976.
-/percents were computed from each category's total.
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Table 37; General Characteristics of Spouses of Small Farm Operators in
Tangipahoa Parish, 1976.-'
Categories
All Small 
Farm 
Operators-/
Small Farms 
White 
Farmers^-/
Operated By 
Black , 
Farmers^/
-------------— —Percent----
Age:
Less Than 45 Years 22.2 25.5 8.3
45 to 54 Years 25.4 25.5 25.0
55 Years and Over 44.4 45.1 41.7
Formal Education:
Less Than 9 Years 23.8 21.6 33.3
9 to 12 Years 54.0 56.9 41.7
Over 12 Years 14.3 17.6 0.0
Health:
Excellent 20.6 25.5 0.0
Good 33.3 33.3 33.3
Average 12.7 15.7 0.0
Fair 19.1 17.6 25.0
Poor 6.4 3.9 16.7
SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish,
Summer 1976.
-/percents were computed from each category's total.
2 /
-'Percents will not total 100 because 5 of the operators did not 
have spouses.
-/percents will not total 100 because 2 of the operators did not 
have spouses.
-^Percents will not total 100 because 3 of the operators did not 
have spouses.
nine years or more formal education. Spouses of white small farm opera­
tors had higher levels of formal education than those of black small farm 
operators (see Table 37).
Spouses of small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish generally 
were healthy, with two-thirds having average or better health (see Table 
37). In comparison with the operators, the small farm operators had
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somewhat better health; over 75 percent had average or better health com­
pared to 66.6 percent for the spouses.
As for off-farm employment, spouses of small farm operators in 
Tangipahoa Parish generally stated a preference for jobs such as general 
laborers (14.3 percent), clerks (12.7 percent), and cooks (11.1 percent). 
Spouses of white small farm operators indicated clerks and general 
laborers as the jobs they preferred whereas spouses of black small farm 
operators preferred jobs as cooks and general laborers (see Table 38).
The spouses considered positions as clerks, cooks, bookkeepers, and 
general laborers as the off-farm jobs most available to them (see Table
39).
Size of Family
Small farm families in Tangipahoa Parish had an average of 2.9 
persons per small farm, with an average of one child per family (see Table
40). Small farms operated by black families had an average of 3.4 persons 
per farm compared to 2.8 persons for white operated small farms. More 
than half (51.6 percent) of the children on small farms in Tangipahoa 
Parish were 15 years old or older, with 54.5 percent being males (see 
Table 40).
Resources
Land Resource
Small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish owned an average of 29.2 
acres of land, however, they operated an average of 38.2 acres (see Table
41). These small farm operators used 8.2 percent of their land for vege­
table crop production, 8.4 percent for field crops, 43.5 percent for
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Table 38: Off-Farm Jobs Preferred by Spouses of Small Farm Operators in
Tangipahoa Parish, 1976.-'
Jobs Preferred
All Small 
Farm 
Operators-'
Small Farms 
White . 
Farmers-'
Operated By 
Black 
Farmers-'
General Laborer 14.3 11.8 25.0
Clerk 12.7 15.7 0.0
Cook 11.1 7.8 25.0
Bookkeeper 6.4 7.8 0.0
Teacher 6.4 7.8 0.0
Nurse 3.2 3.9 0.0
Nurse's Aid 3.2 2.0 8.3
Cashier 3.2 3.9 0.0
Secretary 1.6 2.0 0.0
Maid 1.6 2.0 0.0
Telephone Operator 1.6 2.0 0.0
Hairdresser 1.6 2.0 0.0
Sales 1.6 2.0 0.0
School Bus Driver 1.6 0.0 8.3
SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish,
Summer 1976.
•^Percents were computed from each category's total.
2 /- Percents will not total 100 because Several of the small farm 
operators did not have spouses or spouses did not want an off-farm job.
pasture operations, and the remainder for non-agricultural purposes (see 
Table 42). For those small farm operators operating less than 20 acres 
of land, 37.1 percent was used for the production of vegetable crops, 
whereas those operating 20 or more acres of land, used only 4.6 percent 
for the production of vegetable crops (see Table 42).
Labor Resources
Hired Labor: Hired workers were used by 85.7 percent of the small
farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish. Approximately 92 percent of the 
black small farm operators used hired labor. This compared to 84.3
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Table 39: Off-Farm Jobs in Tangipahoa Parish that were Available to
Spouses of Small Farm Operators, 1976.-'
Jobs Available
’ All Small 
Farm . 
Operators-'
Small Farms 
White 
Farmers-'
Operated By 
Black . 
Farmers-'
---------- ------Percent---- -------------
First Choice:
Clerk 15.9 31.0 2.8
Cook 12.7 10.3 8.3
Bookkeeper 7.9 17.2 0.0
General Laborer 6.4 13.8 0.0
Secretary 3.2 6.9 0.0
Nurse's Aid 3.2 3.5 2.8
Teacher 3.2 6.9 0.0
Sales 1.6 3.5 0.0
Cashier 1.6 3.5 0.0
Telephone Operator 1.6 3.5 0.0
Nurse 1.6 3.5 0.0
Hairdresser 1.6 3.5 0.0
Second Choice:
Cashier 6.4 13.8 0.0
Maid 6.4 0.0 11.1
Clerk 4.8 10.3 0.0
Cook 4.8 6.9 2.8
Sales 3.2 6.9 0.0
General Laborer 3.2 6.9 0.0
Librarian 1.6 3.5 0.0
School Bus Driver 1.6 0.0 2.8
SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish,
Summer 1976.
-^Percents were computed from each category’s total.
2 /- Percents will not total 100 because several of the small farm 
operators did not have spouses or spouses did not want an off-farm job.
percent of the white small farm operators. Part-time seasonal workers 
were used by more of the small farm operators than any other type of hired 
workers (see Table 43).
Family Labor: Approximately 70 percent of the spouses of small
farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish worked on the farm. In terms of race,
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Table 40: Age and Sex of Children of Small Farm Operators in Tangipahoa
Parish, 1976.i/
Categories
All Small 
Farm 
Operators
Small Farms Operated By 
White Black 
Farmers Farmers
— ---- — -— --- Percent---- ----------- —
Number of Children 64 44 20
Percent Male 64.1 54.5 85.0
Percent Female 35.9 45.5 15.0
Age of Children
Percent Under 12 Years 29.7 29.5 40.0
Percent Male-' . 84.2 69.2 87.5a /
Percent Female-' 15.8 30.8 12.5
Percent 12 to 15 Years 18.8 25.0 5.0
Percent Male-' 
Percent Female-'
58.3 54.5 100.0
41.7 45.5 0.0
Percent Over 15 Years 
Percent Male-' 
Percent Female-'
51.6 50.0 55.0
54.5 40.1 81.8
45.5 59.9 18.2
Average Number of Children
Per Farm 1.0 .9 1.7
Average Size of Farm Family 2.9 2.8 3.4
SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish,
Summer 1976.
^Percents were computed from each category’s total.
2 /-'Computed from the under 12 years total, 
a/- Computed from the 12 to 15 years total.
-^Computed from the over 15 years total.
three-fourths of the spouses of white small farm operators worked on the 
farm. This compared to one-half for spouses of black small farm opera­
tors. More than two-fifths of the farm operators used their children as 
farm workers. One-third of the white farmers and two-thirds of the black 
farmers used their children as farm workers (see Table 43).
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Table 41: Land Holdings of Small Farm Operators in Tangipahoa Parish,
by Tenure, 1976.
Categories All Small Tenure of Farm Operator
Farmers Full-Time Part-Time All Others
Number of Land Owners 57 43 10 4
Under 20 Acres 24 17 5 2
20 or More Acres 33 26 5 2
Average Acres Owned 29.2 34.1 14.8 25.3
Number of Land Operators
Under 20 Acres 63 45 14 4
20 or More Acres 33 21 9 1
Average Acres Operated 38.2 38.1 19.2 105.3
SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish,
Summer 1976.
Farm Inventory
Machinery and Equipment: Tractors were owned and used by 85.7
percent of the small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish. Nearly 13 
percent of the small farm operators owned more than one tractor. More 
than 90 percent of the white small farmers, compared to less than 60 
percent of the black small farmers, owned a tractor. One-third of the 
black small farmers used draft animals to farm; none of the white small 
farm operators used draft animals (see Table 44).
Equipment such as disk plows, harrows, fertilizer/lime spreaders 
and cultivators were owned by small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish 
(see Table 44). Over 84 percent had disk plows, 74.6 percent had culti­
vators and 85.7 percent had other equipment such as sprayers, farm shop 
tools, irrigation equipment, and so forth. In addition to this equipment, 
9 out of 10 small farmers owned a truck (see Table 44). Trucks averaged 
6.83 years of age, with an average value of $1,725.98 (see Table 45).
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Table 42: Use of Land by Small Farm Operators in Tangipahoa Parish, 1976.
All Small Small Farmers Operating
Item Farm Less Than 20 or More
_________________ Operators_______ 20 Acres___________ Acres
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Number of Small Farms 63 100.oi/ 33 52.4i/ 30 47.6^/
Acres Percent Acres Percent Acres Percent
Total Land in Small
100.oi/Farms 2,420 272 11.2^/ 2,148 3^
OO•OOOO
Land Used For
Vegetable Crops 199 8.2 101 37.1 98 4.6
Field Crops 202 8.4 2 0.7 200 9.3
Improved Pasture 823 34.0 6 2.2 817 38.0
Unimproved Pasture 230 9.5 22 8.1 208 9.7
Idle Cropland 436 18.0 92 33.8 344 16.0
Woodland 330 13.6 16 5.9 314 14.6
Other Non-Cropland 200 8.3 34 12.5 166 7.7
SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish,
Summer 1976.
-^Represents percent of all small farmers and total land in small 
farms, respectively. All other percents were computed from each column's 
total.
Tractors on small farms in Tangipahoa Parish averaged 16.79 years 
of age and were valued at $1,788.99. Tractors on small farms operated by 
whites had a higher.average value and a lower average age than tractors 
on small farms operated by blacks (see Table 45). Equipment used with
these tractors by white small farm operators had a slightly higher average
\
value than that used by black small farm operators (see Table 46). The 
age difference of the tractors and equipment, which were higher for small 
farms operated by blacks than whites, was a major reason for the differ­
ences .
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Table 43: Percent of Small Farm Operators Using Hired Labor and Family
Labor, by Race of Operator, Tangipahoa Parish, 1976.-'
Categories
All Small 
Farm 
Operators
Small Farms 
White 
Farmers
Operated By 
Black 
Farmers
------------- ------------- --Percent---- — - — — ------- --
Hired Labor
Small Farm Operators Using:
Full-Time Workers 4.8 5.9 0.0
Part-Time Daily Workers 23.8 25.5 16.7
Part-Time Seasonal Workers 79.4 76.5 91.7
All Hired Workers 85.7 84.3 91.7
Family Labor
Small Farm Operators Using:
Spouse as Farm Worker 69.8 74.5 50.0
Children as Farm Workers 42.9 33.3 66.7
SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish,
Summer 1976.
-^Percents were computed from each category's total.
Farm Buildings: Farm buildings (hay barns, milking barns, tractor
sheds, and corn cribs) on small farms in Tangipahoa Parish had an average 
age of 15.80 years, with an average value of $1,038.38 (see Table 45). 
Farm buildings on small farms operated by white small farmers had an 
average value of $1,081.72 compared to $794.44 for those on small farms 
operated by blacks. However, farm buildings on small farms operated by 
white farmers had a higher average age than farm buildings on small farms 
operated by blacks (see Table 45).
Livestock: Only one-third of the small farm operators in Tangi­
pahoa Parish produced livestock for sale. Four out of 10 produced beef 
cattle, with an average size herd of 26 cattle. Approximately four out 
of 10 white, as well as black, small farm operators produced beef cattle
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Table 44: Percent of Small Farm Operators Owning Selected Items of Farm
Equipment, Tangipahoa Parish, 1976.-'
Items
All Small 
Farm 
Operators
Small Farms 
White 
Farmers
Operated By 
Black 
Farmers
------------- ---Percent----
Small Farm Operators With:
Tractors 85.7 92.2 58.3
More Than One 12.7 15.7 0.0
Mule/Horse and Equipment 6.4 0.0 33.3
Disk Plows 84.1 90.2 58.3
Disk or Drag Harrows 12.7 13.7 8.3
Planters 4.8 2.0 16.7
Fertilizer/Lime Spreaders 9.5 11.7 0.0
Cultivators 74.6 78.4 58.3
Other Equipment-' 85.7 88.2 75.0
Trucks 90.5 92.2 93.3
SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish,
Summer 1976.
-^Percents were computed from each category's total.
-/included such items as hay baling equipment, sprayer, farm shop 
tools, irrigation equipment, trailers and so forth.
for sale; however, the size of the herds on farms operated by whites was 
almost twice as large as the size of herds on farms operated by blacks 
(see Table 47). The second ranking livestock enterprise on small farms 
in Tangipahoa Parish was dairy cattle, with approximately one-fifth of 
the small farm operators owning an average of 37 dairy cattle (see Table 
47). The leading enterprise produced by white small farmers was beef 
cattle, followed by dairy cattle while the leading enterprise for black 
small farmers was swine followed by beef cattle (see Table 47).
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Table 45: Selected Characteristics of Tractors, Trucks, and Farm Build­
ings-' on Small Farms in Tangipahoa Parish, 1976.
All Small Small Farms Operated By
Items Farm
Operators
White
Farmers
Black
Farmers
Tractors:
Average Number
Average Age (Years)-' .
Average Value (Dollars)-'
1.05
16.79
1788.99
1.16
16.68
1831.34
.58
17.81
1436.78
Trucks:
Average Number 
Average Age (Years)-' 
Average Value (Dollars)-'
.95
6.83
1725.98
.96
6.68
1715.69
.75
9.11
2144.44
Farm Buildings:
Average Age (Years)-/ 
Average Value (Dollars)-/
15.80
1038.38
16.36
1081.72
13.00
794.44
SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish,
Summer 1976.
^Farm buildings include hay barns, milking barns, tractor sheds, 
and corn cribs.
n /
-'These averages represent averages for the items and not averages 
per farm.
Production Practices 
Nearly 97 percent of the small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish 
used commercial fertilizer; 85.7 percent used commercial seed; 66.7 per­
cent used insecticide; 30.2 percent used lime; and 22.2 percent used 
animal manure (see Table 48). Generally, small farm operators in Tangi­
pahoa Parish applied fertilizer before planting, applied some fertilizer 
after planting, used insecticides, used little herbicide, used some 
custom hiring, and used some irrigation (see Table 49).
There were few differences between white and black small farm 
operators in use of commercial fertilizer, hay, and insecticide. On the
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Table 46: Inventory of Farm Equipment Other than Tractors, Trucks, and
Farm Buildings on Small Farms in Tangipahoa Parish, 1976.
Items
All Small 
Farm 
Operators
Small Farms 
White 
Farmers
Operated By 
Black 
Farmers
Disk Plows:
Average Number
Average Value (Dollars)-/
Percent One Row-/
Percent Two Rows or More-/
.83
251.00
57.69
42.31
.88
257.35
60.00
40.00
.58
226.29
42.86
57.14
Planters:
Average Number
Average Value (Dollars)-/
.05
158.80
.02
333.50
.17
98.06
Fertilizer/Lime Spreader: 
Average Number 
Average Value (Dollars)-/
.10
214.30
.12
220.58
.00
0.00
Cultivators:
Average Number
Average Value (Dollars)-/
Percent One Row-'
Percent Two Rows or More-/
.68
155.81
83.72
16.28
.71
159.65
88.89
11.11
.58
154.45
57.14
42.86
Other Equipment:-/
Average Value (Dollars)-' 1518.40 1661.33 805.56
SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish,
Summer 1976.
-/This represents average value of the item, not average value per
farm.
-/percents were computed from each item's total.
-/include such items as hay baling equipment, sprayer, farm shop 
tools, irrigation equipment, and equipment used by operators who farm 
with mules or horses.
other hand, 35.3 percent of the white farmers used lime compared to 8.3 
percent for black farmers; and 58.3 percent of the black farmers used 
animal manure compared to 13.7 percent of the white farmers. In addition, 
some white farmers used artificial insemination and hybrid seed while
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Table 47: Inventory of Livestock on Small Farms in Tangipahoa Parish,
1976.
Categories
All Small 
Farm 
Operators
Small Farms 
White 
Farmers
Operated By 
Black 
Farmers
Percent Sizei/Percent Size-/Percent Size-
Small Farmers with Livestock
for Sale: 33.3 N.A. 33.3 N.A. 33.3 N.A.
Livestock Produced:-/
Beef Cattle 39.7 26.0 39.2 28.0 41.7 16.0
Dairy Cattle 20.7 37.0 23.5 40.0 8.3 10.0
Swine 17.5 3.0 7.8 2.0 58.3 3.0
Other Livestock-/ 44.4 N.A. 43.1 N.A. 50.0 N.A.
SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish,
Summer 1976.
-^Indicates average size (head of livestock) of enterprise.
2 /- Indicates that portion of small farm operators producing livestock 
that produced the particular livestock.
-^Includes poultry, goats, riding horses, work horses, and mules.
N.A. - not applicable.
black farmers did not (see Table 48). (See Appendix B for additional in­
formation on production practices used by white and black small farm 
operators in Tangipahoa Parish).
Marketing Outlets 
For the most part, small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish 
marketed their products in fresh market outlets (see Table 50). For 
example, only six of the small farm operators used contract arrangements 
which could represent either a process market or a fresh market outlet. 
Market outlets most frequently used by small farm operators in Lafayette 
Parish were farm market coops (for bell peppers and cucumbers for fresh
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Table 48: Use of Selected Production Items and Services by Small Farm
Operators in Tangipahoa Parish, 1976.-/
Product
and
Services
All Small 
Farm 
Operators
Small Farms Operated By 
White Black 
Farmers Farmers
----------------- — -----Percent---- ------------------ -—
Small Farm Operators Using:
Commercial Fertilizer 96.8 96.1 100.0
Lime 30.2 35.3 8.3
Animal Manure 22.2 13.7 58.3
Protein Concentrate 9.5 11.8 0.0
Hay 57.1 54.9 66.7
Hybrid Seed 9.5 11.8 0.0
Commercial Seed 85.7 82.4 100.0
Insecticide 66.7 68.6 58.3
Artificial Insemination:
Beef 1.6 2.0 0.0
Dairy 9.5 _ 11.8 0.0
SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish,
Summer 1976.
-^Percents were computed from each category's total.
market), local vegetable markets, and others (includes selling at the farm 
gate, peddling, pick your own, etc.) which is evidence that products were 
marketed mostly in fresh market outlets (see Table 50). (See Appendix B 
for information concerning marketing outlets used by white and black small 
farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish).
Comparisons for Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes 
Differences exist between small farm operators in Lafayette Parish 
and small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish, however, there are some 
similarities. In many instances, the differences can be attributed to the 
concentration of black farmers, who have cultural characteristics differ­
ent from those of white farmers, in the two parishes. In addition, some
Table 49: Production Practices for Selected Enterprises Used by Small Farm Operators in Tangipahoa Parish,
1976.
Production Practices-'
Enterprises Number of 
Operators
Applied
Fertilizer
Before
Planting
Applied
Fertilizer
After
Planting
Used
Insecti­
cide
Used
Herbi­
cide
Used
Custom
Hire
Operations
Used
Irrigation
Culti­
vations Hoeings
Bell Peppers 38 97.37
----------- Percent----
38.84 94.74 10.53 52.63 100.00
-Times---
1.55 0.90
Strawberries 22 100.00 18.42 100.00 15.79 31.58 100.00 0.34 0,53
Cucumbers 13 100.00 84.62 61.54 0.00 23.08 69.23 2.69 1.08
Tomatoes 3 100.00 66.67 33.33 0.00 33.33 33.33 1.33 1.33
Butterbeans 3 100.00 66.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.33
Squash 2 100.00 50.00 50.00 0.00 50.00 50.00 3.00 1.00
Mustard Greens 2 100.00 0.00 50.00 0.00 0.00 50.00 1.50 1.00
Crowder Peas 2 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 1.00
Watermelons 2 100.00 50.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.50 2.50
Hot Peppers 1 100.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 2.00
Cabbage 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 2.00
Turnip Greens 1 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 2.00
Snapbeans 1 100.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 0.00
Carrots 1 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 2.00
Okra 1 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 3.00
Radish 1 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 2.00
Collard Greens 1 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 2.00
Sweet Potatoes 1 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 2.00
Irish Potatoes 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 2.00
SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish, Summer 1976.
-^Percents and average times for cultivations and hoeings were computed from farm operators producing 
each enterprise.
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Table 50: Marketing Outlets for Selected Enterprised Used by Small Farm Operators in Tangipahoa Parish, 1976.
__________________________ Marketing Outlets Used_____________________________
Number Farm Local
Enterprises of Market Vegetable Contract Roadside Local Others-^
 _______________ Operators_____Coops_______Markets______Arrangements_____Markets______Processors____________
------------------------------------ Number of.Farmers--------------------------------------
Bell Peppers 38 13 18 1 1 2 7
Strawberries 22 8 8 0 1 1 7
Cucumbers 13 3 5 1 0 3 3
Tomatoes 3 0 3 0 0 0 2
Butterbeans 3 0 2 0 0 0 3
Squash 2 1 1 0 0 0 1
Mustard Greens 2 0 1 0 0 0 1
Crowder Peas 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
Watermelons 2 0 1 0 0 0 2
Hot Peppers 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Cabbage 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Turnip Greens 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Snapbeans 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Carrots 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Okra 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Radish 1 • 0 0 0 0 0 1
Collard Greens 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Sweet Potatoes 1 0 0 0 0 ' 0 1
Irish Potatoes 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish, Summer 1976.
Included such marketing outlets as selling at the farm gate, peddling, pick your own operations, and
so forth.
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differences can be explained due to differences in farm enterprises in 
the two parishes.
In regard to differences, small farm operators in Lafayette Parish 
were slightly older, had completed lower levels of formal education, had 
been farming longer, and had larger families than small farm operators in 
Tangipahoa Parish. These characteristics of small farm operators related 
more to black farmers than to white farmers.
Another difference was that a larger percentage of the small farm 
operators in Lafayette Parish than in Tangipahoa Parish had off-farm jobs. 
This was probably due to more off-farm job opportunities in Lafayette 
Parish than in Tangipahoa Parish. Also, because of larger families, more 
off-farm income was probably needed to supplement farm income.
Production practices differ for small farm operators in the two 
parishes. For example, fewer small farm operators in Lafayette Parish 
than Tangipahoa Parish applied fertilizer before planting; fewer small 
farm operators in Lafayette Parish than in Tangipahoa Parish used custom 
hiring; irrigation was not used by small farm operators in Lafayette Parish 
whereas most small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish used irrigation; and 
small farm operators in Lafayette Parish cultivated and hoed their crops 
more times than small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish. These differ­
ences probably are due to differences in farm enterprises in the two 
parishes. For instance, bell peppers, cucumbers, and strawberries (pro­
duced by small farmers in Tangipahoa Parish) require irrigation for best 
results whereas okra, sweet potatoes, and hot peppers (produced by small 
farmers in Lafayette Parish) produce sufficient results without irrigation, 
assuming normal weather conditions.
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There were some other significant differences that existed as 
follows. Hired labor was used by fewer small farmers in Lafayette Parish 
than in Tangipahoa Parish. Two-thirds of the small farmers in Lafayette 
Parish owned a tractor whereas nearly 86 percent of the small farmers in 
Tangipahoa Parish owned a tractor. One-fifth of the small farm operators 
in Lafayette Parish compared to less than a tenth of the small farm opera­
tors in Tangipahoa Parish used draft animals to farm. Approximately 
three-fifths of the small farmers in Lafayette Parish produced livestock 
for sale whereas one-third grew livestock for sale in Tangipahoa Parish.
For most enterprises, small farm operators in Lafayette Parish marketed 
their products through process and fresh market outlets whereas small 
farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish primarily used fresh market outlets 
for their products.
As for similarities, in both parishes small farm operators expressed 
very little interest in the use of credit, production of extensive agricul­
tural enterprises, attending Extension Service courses and/or meetings, or 
having membership in farm or other type of organizations.
Another similarity was that spouses of small farm operators in both 
parishes were younger and had completed a higher level of formal education 
than small farm operators.
A final similarity is that black small farm operators in both 
parishes had, for the most part, socio-economic characteristics that were 
less desirable when compared to the same socio-economic characteristics 
for white small farmers. For example, black small farmers were older, had 
lower levels of formal education, owned and operated smaller farms, and 
had older tractors and equipment than white small farmers.
CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF DATA
In the analysis of data, regression, correlation, and linear pro­
gramming were used. Regression and correlation were used to explain re­
lationships between variables, with t-test used to determine whether the 
regression coefficients and the correlation ratios were significantly 
different from zero. Linear programming was used to obtain maximum income 
potentials from several sets of resource situations. The relationship 
between the statistical analysis and the linear programming analysis was 
of concern only where off-farm employment of the farm operator was 
involved.
Statistical Analysis
Net farm income received by operators of small farms in Lafayette 
and Tangipahoa Parishes in 1976 ranged from a low of $6,500.00 to a high 
of $11,000.00. Several factors have an impact on net farm income. To 
determine, statistically, the general nature of the impact, that is, the 
relationship that various factors have with net farm income, regression 
analysis and correlation analysis were used. In general terms, "regres­
sion has to do with the prediction of one variable from a knowledge of
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another . . . and correlation is concerned with describing the degree of 
relation between variables".59
There is a relationship between regression and correlation. As 
indicated, regression is used to predict and correlation is used to 
explain relationships. The correlation coefficient can have a value of 
-1 to +1, with the absolute value of 1 for perfect correlation. When the 
correlation coefficient is 1, perfect prediction is possible. That is, 
in the regression analysis, perfect prediction of one variable (dependent) 
from knowledge of another variable or variables (independent) is possible. 
Thus, as the correlation coefficient between the dependent variable and 
the independent variable(s) used in the regression analysis approaches 1, 
regression analysis becomes more reliable as a predictive tool.
However, the relationship between regression and correlation is of 
little concern in this study. For this reason, variables, with the ex­
ception of net farm income, used in the regression analysis were not the 
same variables used in the correlation analysis. Variables used in the 
regression analysis were variables that related to the operation of the 
farm business whereas variables used in the correlation analysis related 
to characteristics and attitudes of the farm operator. Variables used in 
the regression analysis were:
1. Y - Net farm income.
2. XI - Percent of days worked off the farm by the farm operator.
3. X2 - Acres of land operated.
4. X3 - Land operated expressed as percent of land owned.
59Ferguson, George A., Statistical Analysis in Psychology and 
Education. (New York, New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1959),
pp. 86 and 87.
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5. X4 - Percent of land operated that was cropland.
6. X5 - Value of livestock (dollars).
7. X6 - Dollar value of hired labor.
8. X8 - Percent of net worth invested in farm business. 
Variables used in the correlation analysis were:
1. Y - Net farm income.
2. XI - Number of years farm operator had been farming.
3. X2 - Age of farm operator.
4. X3 - Years of formal education completed by farm operator.
5. X4 - Health status of farm operator (five point scale).
6. X5 - Farm operator indication that his present acreage was
suitable for full-time farming (yes or no).
7. X6 - Use of technical services, measured in terms of the
use of the Extension Service (yes or no).
8. X7 - Farm operator's view of the future of farming (five
point scale).
9. X8 - Farm operator's view of his future in farming (five
point scale).
10. X9 - Small farm operator's view that farm organizations
in the area were concerned with problems of small 
farmers (yes or no).
11. X10- Small farm operator's opinion that small farmers
in the area were active in farm organizations (yes 
or no).
12. Xll- Small farmers that belonged to farm organizations
(yes or no).
13. X12- Small farmers that were willing to use credit (yes
or no).
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Regression Analysis
Lafayette Parish
Results of the regression analysis for small farm operators in 
Lafayette Parish are shown in Table 51. The regression equation derived 
is:
Y = 1420.10 + 51.47 X2** + 8.99X3* + 17.59X4***, R2 of .34,
(1.96) (3.37) (1.49)
where, Y is net farm income; X2 is acres of land operated; X3 is land 
operated expressed as percent of land owned; and X4 is percent of land 
operated that is cropland. Computed t values are shown in parenthesis 
and *, **, and ***, respectively, are 5 percent, 10 percent, and 20 
percent probability levels of significance.
Interpretation of the regression coefficients is as follows:
1. For X2, net farm income increased by $51.47 for each 
additional acre of land operated.
2. For X3, net farm income increased by $8.99 for each one
percent increase in land operated that was owned by the
farm operator.
3. For X4, net farm income increased by $17.59 for each 
one percent increase in land operated that was crop­
land.
(See Appendix C for results of regression analysis for white and 
black small farm operators in Lafayette Parish).
Tangipahoa Parish
Results of the regression analysis for small farm operators in 
Tangipahoa Parish are shown in Table 52. The regression equation derived 
is:
Table 51: Regression Model for Small Farm Operators in Lafayette Parish, 1976.
Variable Description of Variables Mean
Standard
Deviation
Regression
Coefficient
Computed
t
Value
Dependent
Y . Net Farm Income $4,231.31 2,474.80 1,420.10 1.22
Independent
XI Percent of days worked off the farm by 
the farm operator 9.63 13.37- -27.68 1.21
X2 Acres of land operated 28.62 22.19 51.47 1.96
X3 Land operated expressed as percent of 
land owned 124.07 126.94 8.99 3.37
X4 Percent of land operated that is cropland 54.03 30.55 17.59 1.49
X5 Value of livestock $2,814.46 3,099.54 -0.23 1.24
X6 Dollars of hired labor $ 330.82 498.93 -0.08 0.12
X7 Dollars of borrowed capital , $ 149.23 395.63 0.65 0.75
X8 Percent of net worth invested in farm 
business 58.92 21.75 2.03 0.14
Number of observations 65; R of 0.34; t values for probability level of significance; 5 percent, 2.00; 10 
percent, 1.67; 20 percent, 1.30.
Table 52: Regression Model for Small Farm Operators in Tangipahoa Parish, 1976.
Variable Description of Variables Mean
Standard
Deviation
Regression
Coefficient
Computed
t
Value
Dependent •
$5,504.60Y
Independent
XI
Net Farm Income
Percent of days worked off the farm by
3,146.24 3,562.26 1.84
the farm operator 5.83 11.79 -62.33 2.06
X2
X3
Acres of land operated
Land operated expressed as percent of
38.39 55.10 -33.60 2.62
land owned 89.77 51.84 13.47 1.87
X4 Percent of land operated that is cropland 57.50 30.97 4.28 0.31
X5 Value of livestock $4,987.11 7,663.91 0.17 2.41
X6 Dollars of hired labor $1,253.21 1,893.37 0.07 0.23
X7
X8
Dollars of borrowed capital 
Percent of net worth invested in farm
$ 473.02 1,559.07 0.06 0.22
business 55.26 17.98 20.90 0.93
Number of observations 63; R2 of 0.33; t values for probability level of significance; 5 percent, 
percent, 1.67; 20 percent, 1.30.
2.00; 10
vom
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Y = 3562.26 - 62.33X1* - 33.60X2*+ 13.47X3*+ 0.17X5*, R2 of .33, 
(2.06) (2.62) (1.87) (2.41)
where, Y is net farm income; XI is percent of days worked off the farm
by the farm operators; X2 is acres of land operated; X3 is land operated
expressed as percent of land owned; and X5 is value of livestock. Com­
puted t values are shown in parenthesis and * and **, respectively, are 
5 percent and 10 percent probability levels for significance.
Interpretation of the regression coefficients is as follows:
1. For XI, net farm income decreased $62.33 for each one
percent increase in the number of days worked off the
farm by the farm operator.
2. For X2, net farm income decreased $33.60 for each
additional acre of land operated.
3. For X3, net farm income increased $13.47 for each one
percent increase in land operated that was owned by
the farm operator.
4. For X5, net farm income increased $.17 for each addi­
tional dollar of livestock investment.
(See Appendix C for results of regression analysis for white and
black small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish).
Both Parishes
Results of the regression analysis for small farm operators in 
Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes (combined observations) are shown in 
Table 53. The regression equation is:
Y = 2767.57 - 52.37X1* - 27.24X2* + 6.61X3* + 15.09X4*, + .17X5* 
(2.77) (2.67) (2.50) (1.66) (2.91)
+ 18.86X8***, R2 of .22,
(1.45)
Table 53: Regression Model for Small Farm Operators in Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes, 1976.
Variable Description of Variables Mean
Standard
Deviation
Regression
Coefficient
Computed
t
Value
Dependent
Y Net Farm Income $4,858.01 2,885.72 2,767.57 2.65
Independent
XI Percent of days worked off the farm by 
the farm operator 7.76 12.71 -52.37 2.77
X2 Acres of land operated 33.43 41.89 -27.24 2.67
X3 Land operated expressed as percent of 
land owned 107.18 98.63 6.61 2.50
X4 Percent of land operated that is cropland 55.74 30.68 15.09 1.66
X5 Value of livestock $3,883.81 5,891.06 0.17 2.91
X6 Dollars of hired labor $ 784.80 1,445.63 0.07 0.28
X7 Dollars of borrowed capital $ 308.59 1,136.63 0.19 0.82
X8 Percent of net worth invested in farm 
business 57.12 19.99 18.86 1.45
Number of observations 128; R2 of 0.22; t values for probability level of significance; 5 percent, 1.96; 10 
percent, 1.65; 20 percent, 1.28.
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where, Y is net farm income; XI is percent of days worked off the farm by 
the farm operator; X2 is acres of land operated; X3 is land operated 
expressed as percent of land owned; X4 is percent of land operated that 
is cropland; X5 is value of livestock; X8 is percent of net worth invested 
in farm business. Computed t values are shown in parenthesis and *, **, 
and ***, respectively, are 5 percent, 10 percent, and 20 percent prob­
ability levels for significance.
Interpretation of the regression coefficients is as follows:
1. For XI, net farm income decreased $52.37 for each one 
percent increase in the number of days worked off the 
farm by the farm operator.
2. For X2, net farm income decreased $27.24 for each
additional acre of land operated.
3. For X3, net farm income increased $6.61 for each one
percent increase in land operated that was owned by
the farm operator.
4. For X4, net farm income increased $15.09 for each one
percent increase in land operated that was cropland.
5. For X5, net farm income increased $.17 for each addi­
tional dollar of livestock investment.
6. For X8, net farm income increased $18.86 for each one 
percent increase in net worth invested in farm busi­
ness .
(See Appendix C for results of regression analysis for white and 
black small farm operators in Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes, combined 
observations).
Comparisons
Table 54 gives a summary and comparison of the regression equations 
for small farm operators in Lafayette Parish, Tangipahoa Parish, and both 
parishes combined. In comparison, dependent variables X2 (acres of land
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Table 54: Summary of Regression Analysis for Small Farm Operators in
Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes, 1976.
Variable
and
R-Square
Coefficients and Level of Significance
Lafayette
Parish
Tangipahoa
Parish
Both
Parishes
Independent
Y 1420.10 3562.26 2767.57
Dependent
XI -27.68 -62.33* -52.37*
X2 51.47** -33.60* -27.24*
X3 8.99* 13.47** 6.61*
X4 17.59*** 4.28 15.09**
X5 -0.23 0.17* 0.17*
X6 -0.80 0.07 0.07
X7 0.65 0.06 0.19
X8 2.03 20.90 18.86***
R-Square 0.34 0.33 0.22
and ***, respectively, are 5 percent, 10 percent, and 20
percent probability levels for significance.
operated) and X3 (land operated expressed as percent of land owned) were 
the only variables that were significant at the 20 percent level or better 
in the regression equations for all three areas. Variables X6 (dollars 
of hired labor) and X7 (dollars of borrowed capital) were not significant 
at the 20 percent level or better in any of the regression equations.
While the specified variables had significant effects on income, there 
was low predictability of income. In all three cases, the specified 
variables accounted for only one-fifth to one-third of the variation in 
net farm income. The low predictability of income reflects the uniqueness 
of individual operations and the varied roles the farm operation serves in 
satisfying goals of the farm family.
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Correlation Analysis 
As previously mentioned, correlation analysis can be used to explain 
relationships between variables and as the absolute value of the correla­
tion ratio approaches unity, the stronger is the relationship between 
variables. Results of correlation analysis of various characteristics of 
small farm operators in Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes are presented 
in Table 55, 56, and 57.
In Table 55, focusing on net farm income, the correlation ratios 
are all positive, except for the ratios between net farm income and age 
of the farm operator and net farm income and the farm operator's view that 
farm organizations in the area are concerned with problems of small farm 
operators. However, neither of the negative ratios nor any of the five 
positive ratios, were significant at the 10 percent level of significance 
or better. For those correlation ratios that were significant at the 10 
percent level of significance or better, the value of the ratios were low, 
ranging from .178 for net farm income and health of farm operator to .285 
for net farm income and farm operator's view of his future in farming.
Based on the magnitude of the correlation ratios, it can be concluded that 
the relationship between net farm income and various characteristics of 
small farm operators in Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes are somewhat 
weak, but generally positive.
Correlation ratios of various characteristics of white small farmers 
and black small farmers in Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes, respectively, 
are presented in Tables 56 and 57. In comparison:
1. Net farm income (Y) correlated with age of the operator (X2), 
years of formal education completed by farm operator (X3), farm operator's
Table 55: Simple Correlation Ratios of Characteristics and Attitudes for Small Farm Operators, Lafayette and
Tangipahoa Parishes, 1976.-'
Y XI X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 X7 X8 X9 X10 Xll X12
Y 1.000 .047 -.100 .024 .178* .265* .197* .189* .285* -.032 .097 .057 .082
XI 1.000 .558* -.400* -.240* .020 -.139 -.091 -.172* -.136 -.119 -.037 -.292*
X2 1.000 -.396* -.286* .059 -.313* -.099 -.415* -.069 -.214* -.128 -.367*
X3 1.000 .226* .023 .288* .241* .150* .287* .292* .207* -.136
X4 1.000 .160* .033 .170* .189* .090 .180* .113 .098
X5 1.000 .125 .097 .080 -.067 .009 .082 -.063
X6 1.000 .097 .110 .282* .297* .197* -.056
X7 1.000 .306* .196* .255* -.051 -.040
X8 1.000 .034 .262* -.089 .155*
X9 1.000 .544* .237* -.130
X10 1.000 .209* -.123
Xll 1.000 -.040
X12 1.000
-^The * indicates significance at the 10 percent level of significance or better.
Y - Net farm income.
XI - Number of years farm operator had been faming.
X2 - Age of farm operator.
X3 - Years of formal education completed by farm operator.
X4 - Health status of farm operator.
X5 - Faro operator indication that his present acreage is suitable for full-time farming.
X6 - Use of technical service, measured in terns of the use of the Extension Service.
X7 - Farm operator's view of the future of faming.
X8 - Farm operator's view of his future in faming.
X9 - Small farm operator's view that f a m  organizations in the area are concerned with problems of small
f amers.
X10- Small f a m  operator's opinion that small farmers in area were active in f a m  organizations.
Xll- Small famers that belonged to f a m  organizations.
X12- Small famers that were willing to use credit.
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Table 56: Simple Correlation Ratios of Characteristics and Attitudes for White Small Farm Operators,
Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes, 1976.-/
Y XI X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 X7 X8 X9 X10 Xll X12
Y 1.000 .051 -.122 -.115 .193* .239* .192* .206* .281* .019 .091 .056 .186*
XI 1.000 .645* -.476* -.421* -.075 -.134 -.241* -.311* -.115 -.154 .018 -.489*
X2 1.000 -.388* -.312* -.018 -.333* -.203* -.474* .013 -.185* -.095 -.465*
X3 1.000 .394* .016 .178 .234* .119 .165 .166 .107 .107
X4 1.000 .169 .061 .181 .142 .147 .265* .218* .140
X5 1.000 .146 -.006 .043 -.056 -.020 .063 .063
X6 1.000 .101 .163 .240* .308* .104 .029
X7 1.000 .369* .219* .225 .038 .165
X8 1.000 .089 .232* -.066 .239*
X9 1.000 .532* .240* -.127
X10 1.000 .244* -.074
Xll 1.000 .029
X12 1.000
-/The * indicates significance at the 10 percent level of significance or better.
Y - Net farm income.
XI - Number of years farm operator had been farming.
X2 - Age of farm operator.
X3 - Years of formal education completed by farm operator.
X4 - Health status of farm operator.
X5 - Farm operator indication that his present acreage is suitable for full-time farming.
X6 - Use of technical service, measured in terms of the use of the Extension Service.
X7 - Farm operator's view of the future of farming.
X8 - Farm operator's view of his future in farming.
X9 - Small farm operator's view that farm organizations in the area are concerned with problems of small 
farmers.
X10- Small farm operator's opinion that small farmers in area were active in farm organizations.
Xll- Small farmers that belonged to farm organizations.
X12- Small farmers that were willing to use credit.
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Table 57: Simple Correlation Ratios of Characteristics and Attitudes for Black Small Farm Operators,
Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes, 1976.-/
Y XI X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 X7 X8 X9 X10 Xll X12
Y 1.000 .110 .052 .183 .151 .325* .070 .139 .292* -.294 .005 -.058 .058
XI 1.000 .176 -.062 .338* .264* .042 .218 .260* • -.092 .119 -.142 -.148
X2 1.000 -.379* -.224 .274* -.017 .139 -.236 -.198 -.209 -.147 -.474*
X3 1.000 -.119 -.017 .212 .121 .286* .286 .349* .192 -.013
X4 1.000 .150 -.082 .188 .317* -.028 -.033 -.242* -.024
X5 1.000 .070 .205 .150 -.119 -.047 .124 -.208
X6 1.000 -.062 -.192 .268* -.060 .565* .129
X7 1.000 .201* .094 .256* -.362 -.115
X8 1.000 -.121 .344* -.210 .087
X9 1.000 .477* .064 .081
X10 1.000 -.107 .007
Xll 1.000 .054
X12 1.000
-/The * indicates significance at the 10 percent level of significance or better.
Y - Net farm income.
XI - Number of years farm operator had been farming.
X2 - Age of farm operator.
X3 - Years of formal education completed by farm operator.
X4 - Health status of farm operator.
X5 - Farm operator indication that his present acreage is suitable for full-time farming.
X6 - Use of technical service, measured in terms of the use of the Extension Service.
X7 - Farm operator*s view of the future of farming.
X8 - Farm operator's view of his future in farming.
X9 - Small farm operator's view that farm organizations in the area are concerned with problems of small
farmers.
X10- Small farm operator's opinion that small farmers in area were active in farm organizations.
Xll- Small farmers that belonged to farm organizations.
X12- Small farmers that were willing to use credit.
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view that farm organizations in area are concerned with problems of small 
farmers (X9), and small farmers belonging to farm organizations (Xll) 
have opposite signs for white small farmers and for black small farmers. 
For instance, Y/X2 is -.122 for whites and +.052 for blacks; Y/X3 is -.115 
for whites and +.183 for blacks; Y/X9 is +.019 for whites and -.294 for 
blacks; and Y/Xll is +.056 for whites and -.058 for blacks. These rela­
tionships, even though none of the ratios were significant at the 10 
percent level of significance or better, are probably due to differences 
in the general characteristics of white and black farm operators and to 
differences in opportunities available to white and black farm operators. 
For example, a negative Y/X3 is an indication that as the level of formal 
education is increased, non-farm activities, such as off-farm employment, 
become more important to the farm operator. White farmers in the sample 
had higher levels of formal education than black farmers, and presumably 
more off-farm opportunities, thus a negative Y/X3. On the other hand, a 
positive Y/X3 is an indication that as the level of formal education is 
increased, farming efficiency is probably increased, assuming the farm 
operator is better equipped to utilize his resources in a more efficient 
manner as his level of education increases. Black farmers in the sample 
had low levels of formal education, much lower than that of white farmers, 
thus increasing their levels of formal education, their farming efficiency 
probably would increase.
Another example of differences in white and black farmers is indi­
cated by a positive Y/Xll for whites and a negative Y/Xll for blacks. A 
positive Y/Xll is an indication that farmers derive some benefits from 
belonging to farm organizations whereas a negative Y/Xll expresses just
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the opposite. Generally, white farmers belonged to farm organizations 
because they were more knowledgeable through experience and association 
of benefits derived and they have been socially, and otherwise, accepted 
by farm organizations. Black farmers generally were less knowledgeable 
of farm organizations, therefore, they were somewhat unaware of the bene­
fits that could be gained from belonging to farm organizations. In addi­
tion, black farmers may have been or believed themselves to have been 
socially unaccepted by many of the farm organizations.
2. For white small farm operators, six of the 12 correlation 
ratios were significant at the 10 percent level of significance or better; 
only two of the correlation ratios for black small farmers were signifi­
cant at the 10 percent level of significance or better. However, the 
correlation ratios that were significant for black farmers were slightly 
larger than those for white farmers. This situation can possibly be attri­
buted to differences in the general characteristics of white and black 
small farmers. For example, Y/X8 (net farm income correlated with farm 
operator's view of his future in farming) was .239 for white farmers and 
.325 for black farmers. This difference is probably due to differences
in characteristics such as level of formal education, off-farm job oppor­
tunities, age, and so forth. Thus, because of these characteristics, 
black small farm operators considered their future in farming somewhat 
more favorable, relatively, than white small fanners.
3. Generally, as the age of white small farm operators increased, 
net farm income decreased, the opposite was true for black farmers; in­
creasing the level of formal education of white small farm operators 
reduced net farm income, the opposite was true for black small farm
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operators; use of technical services was significant for white small farm 
operators but not for black small farm operators; and the willingness to 
use credit was significant for white small farmers but not for black small 
farmers.
(See Appendix C for other results of correlation analysis of small 
farm operators in Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes).
Linear Programming Analysis
The linear programming model (LP model) described in Chapter II 
was the economic tool used to determine maximum income potential for the 
analytical model of the small farm firm. In the LP model, the allocation 
of resources among enterprises was made in such a way that each unit of 
each resource was used where it made the greatest contribution to net 
returns to land, labor, capital, and management. For example, if a unit 
of labor used in the production of squash contributed more to net returns 
than that same unit of labor used in the production of cucumbers, the LP 
model allocated that unit of labor to the production of squash.
Analytical Model
In Chapter II a general description of the analytical model of the 
small farm firm was presented. A somewhat detailed description of the 
components of this model included:
1. Land —  four farm sizes were used, two for each parish, with 
one size less 20 acres and the other 20 or more acres. In each size 
category, the size of farm represented the average acres of land operated 
by small farmers in the respective parishes (see Table 58).
2. Vegetable enterprises —  the same vegetable enterprises were 
considered for all four sizes of farms with one exception. Strawberries
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Table 58: Land and Net Worth Available to Small Farm Operators in Lafay­
ette and Tangipahoa Parishes, 1976.
Categories
Lafayette
Parish
Tangipahoa
Parish
——— — — — — -Average--------------
Farms Less Than 20 Acres:
Total Land 12.00 acres 10.00 acres
Land Suitable for Vegetables 8.04 acres 7.00 acres
Other Cropland 2.88 acres 1.20 acres
Wasteland 1.08 acres 1.80 acres
Net Worth (Dollars) $ 62,131 $ 39,780
Farms 20 Acres or More:
Total Land 41.00 acres 61.00 acres
Land Suitable for Vegetables 15.99 acres 18.30 acres
Other Cropland 21.73 acres 29.28 acres
Wasteland 3.28 acres 13.42 acres
Net Worth (Dollars) $161,327 $ 99,431
SOURCE: Survey of 128 small farm operators in Lafayette and
Tangipahoa Parishes, Summer 1976.
were not considered as a farm enterprise for Lafayette Parish, mainly be­
cause small farmers expressed no interest in producing them. Vegetable 
enterprises included in this model were squash, spring and fall cabbage, 
fresh and processed okra, fresh and processed Irish potatoes, tomatoes, 
crowder peas, bell peppers, hot peppers, fresh and processed cucumbers, 
sweet potatoes, and strawberries in Tangipahoa Parish only.
3. Extensive farm enterprises —  included were soybeans, land 
rented to soybean grower(s) with the landlord (farm operator), responsible 
for part of the production and marketing costs, beef cattle-yearling, and 
beef cattle-weanling. These enterprises were considered only for the 20 
or more acre farms.
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Table 59: Labor Available to Small Farm Operators in Lafayette and Tangi­
pahoa Parishes, 1976.-'
Categories Lafayette
Parish
Tangipahoa
Parish
---------Annual Hours----------
Family Labor Available for Farming 3,900 3,900
Farm Operator 2,600 2,600
Spouse 1,300 1,300
Family Labor Available for Off-Farm
Employment 4,160 4,160
Farm Operator 2,080 2,080
Spouse 2,080 2,080
-^All labor is provided by the small farm family. Included is 1.5 
labor units for farming purposes only and 2 labor units for off-farm em­
ployment. A labor unit for farming is 2,600 hours annually and a labor 
unit for off-farm employment is 2,080 hours annually.
4. Off-farm employment —  the options included working off the
farm full-time or part-time by the farm operator and full-time by the 
spouse. The farm operator and his spouse were paid $2.65 per hour 
(minimum wage) for off-farm work.
5. Labor —  all labor was provided by the farm family. Included
was 1.5 labor units for farming only and 2 labor units for off-farm em­
ployment only. The farm operator represented one labor unit for farming
and his spouse represented one-half labor unit for farming. The farm 
operator and his spouse each represented one labor unit for off-farm em­
ployment (see Table 59).
6. No restrictions were imposed on capital availability because 
the level of net worth was sufficient to support capital requirements. 
Net worth for the farms less than 20 acres in Lafayette and Tangipahoa 
Parishes, respectively, were $62,131.00 and $39,780.00 and for the 20 or
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more acre farms, it was $161,327.00 and $99,431.00, respectively, for 
Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes (see Table 58). With these levels of 
equity, if borrowed capital is needed, there should not be a problem in 
obtaining it.
7. Market outlets —  included both fresh and processed market 
outlets such as local vegetable markets, farm market coops, local pro­
cessors, and selling at the farm gate. Small farm operators in Lafayette 
Parish generally marketed their products in both fresh and processed 
market outlets whereas small farm operators in Tangipahoa generally 
marketed their products in fresh market outlets.
8. Market prices —  fresh and processed market prices were in­
cluded, where applicable, for vegetable enterprises. Prices used were 
seasonal five year average prices for crops and ten year average prices 
for beef cattle (see Table 60).
9. Crop yields —  five year average yields were used (see Table 
60), with adjustments made in some instances based on survey data.
10. Beef cattle yields —  standard weights of 400 pounds for wean­
ling calves, 800 pounds for yearling calves, and 850 pounds for cull cows 
were used as live weights (see Table 60).
11. Input prices —  included were 1976-1977 prices paid by farmers 
in Louisiana with adjustments based on recent historical trends and survey 
data.
The analytical model just described was used in both parishes, with 
the exceptions and/or differences within the model indicated. However, 
because resource situations and traditional farming activities differ in 
the two parishes, results obtained from the model are expected to be
1 1 0
Table 60: Yield and Price Data for Analytical Model of Small Farms in
Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes, 1976.
Enterprise Unit Average . Yield-/
Average 
Price Per 
Unit-/
Squash Cwt.
Per Acre 
159 $14.95
Spring Cabbage Cwt. 100 4.79
Fall Cabbage Cwt. 100 4.79
Processed Okra Cwt. 85 8.50
Fresh Okra Cwt. 85 34.29
Processed Irish Potatoes Cwt. 79 3.00
Fresh Irish Potatoes Cwt. 79 4.96
Tomatoes Cwt. 93 24.72
Crowder Peas Cwt. 29 14.10
Bell Peppers Cwt. 47 17.94
Processed Cucumbers Cwt. 119 6.50
Fresh Cucumbers Cwt. 71 12.08
Sweet Potatoes Cwt. 96 4.67
Hot Peppers Cwt. 45 16.00
Strawberries Crates 1,000 5.00
Soybeans Bushel 27 6.25
Beef Cattle-/
Yearling Activity-/ 
Cull Cow Pounds
Per Brood Cow 
60 0.24
Yearling Calf 
Weanling Activity-/ 
Cull Cow
Pounds 560 0.33
Pounds 60 0.24
Weanling Calf Pounds 280 0.41
-/Average yields over a five year period (1972-1976), with some 
adjustments based on survey data.
2 /-'Average five year 1972-1976 seasonal prices received by farmers 
in Louisiana, except for beef.
-^Ten year (1968-1977) average prices for beef cattle classified 
as "standards".
^Represents 7 percent cull cow rate for a 850 pound cow and a 70 
percent calving rate for a 800 pound calf.
-^Represents 7 percent cull cow rate for a 850 pound cow and a 70 
percent calving rate for a 400 pound calf.
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different. The analysis that follows will focus first on Lafayette 
Parish, then Tangipahoa Parish, and finally, some comparative results.
Lafayette Parish
Resource Situations
Resources such as fertilizer, insecticides, seeds, herbicides, etc., 
used for the production of a unit of each enterprise are accounted for in 
total costs (see Table 61 and Appendix D - Tables 1 through 22). This 
bundle of resources become restrictive only as they affect net returns 
for the particular enterprise. The resources to which returns were maxi­
mized were land and labor.
Two farm sizes were included, 12 acre farm and 41 acre farm. On 
the 12 acre farm 8.04 acres were suitable for vegetable production. The 
remainder of the land was other cropland and wasteland. In comparison, 
on the 41 acre farm 15.99 acres were suitable for vegetable production, 
21.73 acres were other cropland, and 3.28 acres were wasteland (see Table 
58).
Vegetable enterprises were restricted to land suitable for vege­
table production and could be produced on both sizes of farms. Double 
cropping was allowed for fall cabbage and Irish potatoes. Extensive 
enterprises were limited to the 41 acre farm only and could be grown on 
land suitable for vegetable production and other cropland. No agricul­
tural production occurred on wasteland.
Labor used was restricted to family labor only. It consisted of 
the farm operator and his spouse, with 3,900 annual hours of labor avail­
able for farming (no off-farm employment) and 4,160 annual hours available 
for off-farm employment (no farming). A total of 4,680 annual hours of
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labor was available (see Table 59). The farm operator accounted for two- 
thirds of the labor available for farming and his spouse one-third. The 
farm operator and his spouse each provided one-half of the labor available 
for off-farm employment.
Results and Evaluations 
Several alternative organizations were considered for each of the 
farm sizes. In each case, Alternative A represented the maximum income 
potential (net returns to land, labor, capital, and management) that could 
be obtained from the bundle of resources and enterprises available. In 
the other "alternative," certain enterprises were deleted in order to 
determine their impact on net returns to land, labor, capital, and manage­
ment. Alternative farm organizations for each of the farm sizes follows, 
with the alternatives for the farms less than 20 acres (Table 62) presented 
first followed by the alternatives for the farms 20 acres or more (Table
63). For both sizes of farms, Alternative A will be compared with the 
other alternatives.
Farms Less Than 20 Acres
In Table 62, the alternatives for the less than 20 acre farms 
(represented by the 12 acre farm) are presented along with returns, costs, 
enterprise combinations, land used, and labor used. (See Table 61 for 
enterprise information and Appendix D for enterprise budgets used for each 
of the alternatives).
Alternative A represented the maximum income potential alternative 
and therefore no restrictions, other than those discussed previously, 
were imposed on the model. That is, all of the enterprises for the less 
than 20 acre farm in Lafayette Parish were considered potential enterprises
Table 61: Summary of Resource Requirements, Costs, and Returns for Selected Farm Enterprises and Off-Farm
Employment, Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes, 1976.
Enterprise Quantity
of
Output
Acres of 
Land 
Required
Hours of 
Labor 
Required
Total
Specified
Costs
(Dollars)
Total
Returns
(Dollars)
Net
Returns-'
(Dollars)
Net 
Returns 
Per Hour 
of Labor 
(Dollars)
Intensive:
Squash 159 Cwt. 1.00 -113.74 648.78 2,377.05 1,728.27 15.20
Spring Cabbage 100 Cwt. 1.00 84.10 292.28 479.00 196.72 2.34
Fall Cabbage 100 Cwt. 1.00 86.29 281.32 479.00 197.68 2.29
Processed Okra 85 Cwt. 1.00 303.70 208.75 722.50 513.75 1.69
Fresh Okra 85 Cwt. 1.00 303.70 491.75 2,914.65 2,422.90 7.98
Processed Irish Potatoes 79 Cwt. 1.00 56.13 315.43 237.00 -79.43 -1.42
Fresh Irish Potatoes 79 Cwt. 1.00 71.13 356.35 391.84 35.49 0.50
Tomatoes 93 Cwt. 1.00 342.62 931.11 2,298.96 1,367.85 3.99
Crowder Peas 29 Cwt. 1.00 114.28 231.15 408.90 177.75 1.56
Bell Peppers 47 Cwt. 1.00 173.58 512.98 843.18 330.20 1.90
Processed Cucumbers 119 Cwt. 1.00 172.48 315.50 773.50 458.00 2.66
Fresh Cucumbers 71 Cwt. 1.00 172.85 419.26 857.68 438.42 2.54
Hot Peppers 45 Cwt. 1.00 173.22 311.81 720.00 408.19 2.36
Sweet Potatoes 96 Cwt. 1.00 77.81 329.02 448.32 119.30 1.53
Strawberries 1,000 Crates 1.00 377.75 2,928.96 5,000.00 2,071.04 5.48
ctensive:
Soybeans 27 Bushels 1.00 4.60 69.39 168.75 99.36 21.60
Soybeans Rent-/ 9 Bushels 1.00 ---- 15.00 56.25 41.25
----------------------Per Brood Cow----------- -----------------------
Beef Cattle-Yearling^-/ 620 Pounds 2.00 8.49 126.96 176.16 49.20 5.80
Beef Cattle-Weanling-/ 340 Pounds 2.00 6.71 98.05 129.26 31.21 4.65
(Continued next page)
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Table 61 (Continued)
Enterprise Quantity
of
Output
Acres of 
Land 
Required
Hours of 
'Labor 
Required
Total
Specified
Costs
(Dollars)
Total
Returns
(Dollars)
Net . 
Returns-' 
(Dollars)
Net 
Returns 
Per Hour 
of Labor 
(Dollars)
Off-Farm Employment-^ 
Operator Full-Time 
Operator Part-Time 
Spouse Full-Time
N.A.
N.A.
N.A.
N.A.
N.A.
N.A.
-Per Labor Unit-
2,080.00
1.040.00
2.080.00
g/
g/
i/
5.512.00
2.756.00
5.512.00
5.512.00
2.756.00
5.512.00
2.65
2.65
2.65
-^Net returns to land, labor, capital and management.
2 /- Land rented to soybean grower(s). 
a/-'Represents 7 percent cull cow rate for an 850 pound cow and a 70 percent calving rate for an 800 
pound calf.
-^Represents 7 percent cull cow rate for an 850 pound cow and a 70 percent calving rate for a 400 
pound calf.
-^Not applicable to per acre basis.
-^Costs associated with off-farm employment is not accounted for.
N.A. - not applicable.
Table 62: Costs and Returns, Farm Enterprises and Off-Farm Employment Options, and Land and Labor Resources
Used for Alternative Enterprise Organizations, for Small Farm Operators with Less than 20 Acres of 
Land, Lafayette Parish, 1976.
Selected Enterprise Organizations-/
Categories Alternative
A
Alternative
B
Alternative
C
Alternative
D
Alternative
E
Alternative
F
Gross Returns 
Total Farm Costs 
Net Returns-' 
From Farm 
From Off-Farm
13,153.45
802.63
12,350.82
1,326.82
11,024.00
12,262.62
3,365.65
8.896.97
8.896.97 
0.00
-----------Dollars----------
12,324.66 15,004.01 
509.37 3,200.66 
11,815.29 11,803.36 
791.29 6,291.36 
11,024.00 5,512.00
12,545.89
607.95
11,937.94
913.94
11,024.00
14,656.35
2,407.89
12,248.46
3,980.46
8,268.00
■Hours
Enterprises:
Off-Farm Employment 
Operator Full-Time 
Operator Part-Time 
Spouse Full-Time
2,080.00
0.00
2,080.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
2,080.00
0.00
2,080.00
— — Acres*
0.00
0.00
2,080.00
2,080.00
0.00
2,080.00
0.00
0.00
2,080.00
Farm
Squash 0.22 1.81 0.00 1.17 0.00 0.67
Spring Cabbage 0.63 4.18 0.00 3.16 0.00 1.90
Fall Cabbage 1.07 0.01 0.00 2.42 0.00 3.21
Fresh Okra 0.25 2.04 0.27 1.30 0.27 0.74
Fresh Irish Potatoes 0.16 0.01 0.00 0.66 0.00 0.47
Tomatoes 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00
Processed Cucumbers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.00
Sweet Potatoes 0.00 0.00 1.14 0.00 1.18 0.00
(Continued on next page)
Table 62 (Continued)
Selected Enterprise Organizations-'
Categories Alternative
A
Alternative Alternative 
B C
Alternative Alternative 
D E
Alternative
F
Total Acres of Land Used 2.33 8.05 1.41 8.71 1.65 6.99
Total Hours of Labor Used 4,581.97 1,360.24 4,591.06 4,232.42 4,633.19 4,217.23
-^Enterprise organizations includes all feasible enterprises, including off-farm employment situations, 
small farm operators in Lafayette Parish are either producing or willing to produce or can be produced in 
parish. Alternative A— All feasible enterprises; Alternative B— All feasible enterprises except off-farm 
employment; Alternative C— Hot peppers, okra, sweet potatoes, and off-farm employment as only enterprises; 
Alternative D— All feasible farm enterprises and full-time off-farm employment by the farm operator's spouse; 
Alternative E— All feasible enterprises except cabbage and squash; and Alternative F— All feasible enterprises 
and forced part-time off-farm employment by farm operator.
-^Returns to land, labor, capital, and management. The costs of getting to and from the off-farm job 
are not accounted for.
Table 63: Costs and Returns, Farm Enterprises and Off-Farm Employment Options, and Land and Labor Resources
Used for Alternative Enterprise Organizations, for Small Farm Operators with 20 or More Acres of 
Land, Lafayette Parish, 1976.
Selected Enterprise Organizations-/
Categories Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
_________________________________________________A_____________B_____________ C_____________ D_____________E
------------------------------ Dollars------------------------------
Gross Returns 19,356.57 18,612.69 16,041.99 14,619.68 16,969.35
Total Farm Costs 4,339.04 6,834.29 1,634.04 802.63 4,258.57
Net Returns-/ 15,017.54 11,778.40 14,407.95 13,817.05 12,710.78
From Farm 6,749.54 11,778.40 3,383.95 2,793.05 4,442.78
From Off-Farm 8,268.00 0.00 11,024.00 11,024.00 8,268.00
------------------------------- Hours-------------------------------
Enterprises:
Off-Farm Employment
Operator Full-Time 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Operator Part-Time 1,040.00 0.00 2,080.00 2,080.00 1,040.00
Spouse Full-Time 2,080.00 0.00 2,080.00 
---- Acres----
2,080.00 2,080.00
Farm
Squash 0.59 1.66 0.00 0.22 0.68
Spring Cabbage 1.44 4.40 0.00 0.63 1.85
Fall Cabbage 3.03 5.53 0.00 1.07 3.06
Fresh Okra 0.68 1.86 0.23 0.25 0.62
Fresh Irish Potatoes 0.40 1.02 0.00 0.16 0.35
Soybeans 31.98 24.27 21.90 0.00 0.00
Rent to Soybean Farmers 0.00 0.00 15.59 35.55 0.00
Beef Cattle-Yearling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.75
(Continued on next page)
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Table 63 (Continued)
Selected Enterprise Organizations-/
Categories Alternative
A
Alternative
B
Alternative
C
Alternative
D
Alternative
E
Total Acres of Land Used 38.12 38.74 37.72 37.88 22.31
Total Hours of Labor Used 4,272.75 1,957.03 4,611.58 4,608.73 4,104.74
-^Enterprise organization includes all feasible enterprises including off-farm employment situations, 
small farm operators in Lafayette Parish are either producing or willing to produce or can be produced in 
parish. Alternative A— All feasible enterprises; Alternative B— All feasible enterprises except off-farm 
employment; Alternative C— okra, hot peppers, sweet potatoes, extensive enterprises, and off-farm employment 
as only enterprises; Alternative D— All feasible vegetable enterprises, soybeans rented, and off-farm employ­
ment; Alternative E— All feasible vegetable enterprises, beef cattle enterprises, and off-farm employment
-^Returns to land, labor, capital and management. The costs of getting to and from off-farm job is 
not accounted for.
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for Alternative A. Alternative A produced a net return of $12,350.82 
from five intensive farm enterprises, requiring 2.33 acres of land and 
421.97 hours of labor, and full time off-farm employment by the farm 
operator and his spouse, which required 4,160 hours of labor (see Table
62). Therefore, the maximum income potential for the 12 acre farm was 
produced from 2.33 acres of land and 4,581.97 hours of labor (9.2 percent 
for farming operations and 90.8 percent for off-farm employment). Alter­
native A utilized 19.4 percent of the 12 acres of land and 97.9 percent 
of the available labor supply.
Alternative A permitted off-farm employment, which accounted for
89.3 percent of the net returns. Alternative B deleted off-farm employ­
ment in order to assess the impact it had on income and organization (see 
Table 62). Three things occurred. First, farming became more intensive, 
with 8.05 acres (all of the land available for intensive enterprises) of 
vegetables produced (a 245 percent increase). Second, labor required for 
farming increased to 1,360.24 hours, an increase of 222 percent, however, 
total labor required for Alternative B was only 30 percent of the labor 
required for Alternative A. Finally, Alternative B produced net returns 
of $8,896.97, a reduction of 28 percent in the net returns obtained in 
Alternative A. Therefore, when off-farm employment is eliminated, net 
returns (family income) was reduced 28 percent and only 29 percent of the 
available labor supply was utilized. However, all of the land suitable 
for vegetable production was utilized.
Tradition usually plays an important role in the decisions made by 
small farm operators. In Lafayette Parish, the three vegetable crops 
traditionally produced by small farm operators in the sample were okra,
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sweet potatoes, and hot peppers. For this reason, Alternative C (see 
Table 62) restricted farm enterprises to okra, sweet potatoes, and hot 
peppers. When this occurred, farm enterprises used 40 percent fewer acres 
of land but two percent more hours of labor for farming purposes, when 
compared to Alternative A. Alternative C produced net returns of 
$11,815.29, which was 96 percent of the maximum income potential net 
returns produced in Alternative A. In Alternative C, in addition to the 
farming operations, the farm operator and his spouse were employed full­
time off the farm. This off-farm employment accounted for 93.3 percent 
of the net returns in Alternative C compared to 89.3 percent of the net 
returns off-farm employment accounted for in Alternative A.
Off-farm employment by the farm operator was included in the com­
bination of enterprises in Alternatives A and C. Oftentimes, for several 
reasons, the farm operators do not participate in the off-farm labor 
market. Considering this fact, Alternative D , (see Table 62) restricted 
the farm operator to farming only, that is, no off-farm employment. When 
this occurred, the farm operator farmed more intensively (compared to 
Alternative A) and his spouse worked full-time off the farm. Their com­
bined net returns were $11,803.36 (53.3 percent from farming and 46.7 
percent from off-farm employment), only 4.4 percent less than the net 
returns in the maximum income potential alternative. Further comparisons 
of Alternative D to Alternative A showed that 274 percent more land was 
utilized and 410 percent more labor for farming was utilized. However, 
total labor used in both farm and non-farm activities decreased 7.6 per­
cent.
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Squash and cabbage, two enterprises traditionally not among the 
enterprises produced by small farm operators in Lafayette Parish, were 
included among the enterprises that maximized net returns, except when 
they were specifically excluded (Alternative C). To determine their 
impact on the maximum income potential alternative, Alternative E (see 
Table 63) deleted squash and cabbage from the list of enterprises. The
impact of deleting these two enterprises when compared to Alternative A
was 3.3 percent decrease in net returns, a 29 percent decrease in land
utilization, and a 12 percent increase in labor utilized for farming 
operations (total labor utilized increased by only 1.1 percent). Of the 
$11,937.94 net returns produced from Alternative E, 7.7 percent was from 
farming operations and 92.3 percent was from full-time off-farm employment 
by the farm operator and his spouse.
The final alternative considered for the 12 acre farm in Lafayette 
Parish restricted the farm operator to part-time off-farm employment along 
with his farming activities, Alternative F (see Table 63). Restricting
the farm operator to part-time off-farm employment was considered because 
(1) many small farm operators were only interested in part-time off-farm 
employment and (2) part-time jobs may be the only off-farm employment 
available to small farm operators. When the farm operator was restricted 
to part-time off-farm employment, net returns were $12,248.46, a reduction 
of less than one percent in the net returns obtained in Alternative A. To 
get the $12,248.46 in net returns, farming became more intensive when com­
pared to Alternative A. Alternative F utilized 6.99 acres of land (an 
increase of 200 percent) and 1097.23 hours of labor for farming (an in­
crease of 160 percent). However, total labor utilized to produce the
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$12,248.46 net returns (32.5 percent from farming and 67.5 percent from 
part-time off-farm employment by the farm operator and full-time off- 
farm employment by the farm operator's spouse) were approximately 8 
percent less than the labor required in Alternative A.
Farms 20 Acres of More
Alternative farm organizations for the 20 or more acre farms 
(represented by the 41 acre farm) in Lafayette Parish are presented, along 
with returns, costs, enterprise combinations, land used, and labor used, 
in Table 63. (See Table 61 for enterprise information and Appendix D for 
enterprise budgets used for each of the alternatives).
The maximum income potential alternative, Alternative A (see Table
63), had no restrictions imposed on it, other than the ones previously 
discussed. From this alternative, net returns of $15,017.54 were produced 
utilizing 38.12 acres of land in crops (6.14 acres of vegetable and 31.98 
acres of soybeans) and 4,272.75 hours of labor (27 percent for farming 
operations and 73 percent for off-farm employment, the farm operator 
worked part-time and his spouse full-time). Of the $15,017.54 net returns, 
45 percent came from farming operations and 55 percent came from off-farm 
employment. The 4,272.75 hours of labor represented 91 percent of the 
available labor supply whereas the 38.12 acres of land represented all of 
the land available for farming, not counting double cropping.
Off-farm employment accounted for more than half of the net returns 
in Alternative A. Alternative B (see Table 63) deleted off-farm employment 
so that its impact on net returns and the farm organization could be deter­
mined. When off-farm employment was deleted, net returns decreased to 
$11,778.40 (a 21.6 percent reduction), virtually the same amount of land
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was utilized (however, vegetable production increased 136 percent and 
soybean production decreased 24 percent, thus, fanning became more inten­
sive) , and fewer hours of labor were utilized (1,957 hours compared to 
4,272.75 hours), however, labor for farming operations increased 70 per­
cent .
Traditionally, small farm operators in the sample in Lafayette 
Parish produced three intensive crop enterprises, okra, sweet potatoes, 
and hot peppers. Because tradition seems to be very important to farmers, 
intensive farm enterprises were restricted to these three crops, thus 
formulating Alternative C (see Table 63). The results were a 4 percent 
reduction in net returns ($14,407.95, of which 23.5 percent came from farm­
ing operations and 76.5 percent came from full-time off-farm employment by 
the farm operator and his spouse), virtually no intensive farming (only 
0.23 acres of okra entered in the solution), and an 8 percent increase in 
labor utilization (the amount of labor utilized for farming operations 
decreased whereas that utilized for off-farm employment increased). For 
Alternative C, 37.72 acres of land were utilized to produce 0.23 acres of 
okra, 21.9 acres of soybeans, and to rent 15.59 acres of land to other 
soybean growers. In comparison, Alternative A used virtually the same 
amount of land. However, no land was rented to other soybean growers and 
farming was more intensive.
To be competitive and make a reasonable standard of living, farmers 
producing extensive farm enterprises usually need more than 41 acres of 
land and equipment referred to in Chapter III. For this reason and to see 
the impact on net returns Alternative D (see Table 63) deleted all exten­
sive enterprises, except renting of land to soybean growers. When this
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occurred, a farm organization was formulated that included full-time off- 
farm employment by the farm operator and his spouse, the production of 
2.33 acres of vegetables, and renting 35.55 acres of land to soybean 
growers. This farm organization, which required less intensive farming, 
produced net returns of $13,817.05 (8 percent less than the net returns in 
Alternative A), one-fifth from farming operations and four-fifths from off- 
farm employment. Alternative D utilized virtually the same amount of land 
as Alternative A but more labor (4,608.73 hours compared to 4,272.75 hours). 
Of the 4,608.73 hours of labor, 10 percent was used for farming and 90 
percent for off-farm employment.
Alternative E (see Table 63), the final alternative considered for 
the 41 acre farm in Lafayette Parish, deleted both of the soybean enter­
prises. The purpose for deleting soybeans was to allow beef cattle, which 
did not enter as an extensive farm enterprise in any of the previous al­
ternatives, to become a part of the combination of enterprises and to see 
what impact beef cattle had on net returns and the farm organization repre­
sented by Alternative A. When this occurred, in comparison to Alternative 
A, net returns decreased 15 percent, land utilized decreased 41 percent, 
and labor utilized decreased 4 percent. To get the $12,710.78 net returns 
(35 percent from farming and 65 percent from off-farm employment), the 
farm operator would work part-time off the farm (his spouse would work 
full-time off the farm), produce 6.56 acres of vegetables, and grow beef 
cattle (selling yearling calves) on 15.75 acres of land. This combination 
of enterprises utilized 4,104.74 hours of labor, 24 percent for farming 
operations and 76 percent for off-farm employment. Forty-one percent of 
the cropland was left idle.
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Tangipahoa Parish
Resource Situations 
The farm production enterprises and resource situation considered 
for Tangipahoa Parish were presented earlier (see Table 61 and Appendix D 
Tables 1 through 21). Land and labor were the resources considered re­
strictive and to which returns were maximized.
Two farm sizes were included, 10 acres of land in one and 61 acres
of land in the other. The 10 acre farm had 7.00 acres of land suitable
for vegetable production, 1.20 acres classified as other cropland, and 
1.80 acres considered wasteland. The 61 acre farm had 18.30 acres of land 
suitable for vegetable production, 29.28 acres classified as other crop­
land, and 13.42 acres considered wasteland (see Table 58).
No agricultural production occurred on wasteland. Vegetable enter­
prises were restricted to land suitable for vegetable production and could 
be grown on both sizes of farms. Double cropping was allowed for fall 
cabbage and Irish potatoes. Extensive enterprises were limited to the 
larger farm size only and could be grown on land suitable for vegetable 
production and other cropland.
Labor used was restricted to family labor only and it was provided
by the farm operator and his spouse. The annual hours of labor available
for farming (no off-farm employment) was 3,900 hours and for off-farm em­
ployment, 4,160 hours. Only 520 hours of labor was available for farming 
when 4,160 hours were utilized for off-farm employment (see Table 59).
The farm operator accounted for two-thirds of the labor available for 
farming and his spouse one-third. The farm operator and his spouse each 
accounted for one-half of the labor available for off-farm employment.
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Results and Evaluations 
In Tangipahoa Parish, several alternative organizations were con­
sidered for each farm size and for each size Alternative A was considered 
the maximum income potential alternative. In the other "Alternatives", 
certain enterprises were deleted in order to determine their Impact on net 
returns to land, labor, capital, and management. Tables 64 and 65 present 
alternative farm organizations for each of the farm sizes which follows, 
with the alternatives for the less than 20 acre farms (Table 64) presented 
first, followed by the alternatives for the 20 or more acre farms (Table 
65). For both sizes of farms, comparisons between Alternative A and each 
of the other alternatives were made.
Farms Less Than 20 Acres
Table 65 presents the alternatives, along with returns, costs, enter­
prise combinations, land used, and labor used, for the less than 20 acre 
farms (represented by the 10 acre farm) in Tangipahoa Parish. (See Table 
61 for enterprise information and Appendix D for enterprise budgets used 
for each of the alternatives).
Alternative A (see Table 64), which had no restrictions, other than 
the ones previously mentioned, represented the maximum income potential 
alternative and from it net returns of $12,971.94 were obtained, 36 percent 
from farming operations and 64 percent from part-time off-farm employment 
by the farm operator and full-time employment by his spouse. Alternative 
A utilized 89.3 percent (6.52 acres) of the land suitable for vegetable 
production to produce vegetables and utilized 4,057.43 hours of labor (23 
percent for farming operations and 77 percent for off-farm employment.
Table 64: Costs and Returns, Farm Enterprises and Off-Farm Employment Options, and Land and Labor Resources
Used for Alternative Enterprise Organizations, for Small Farm Operators with Less Than 20 Acres 
of Land, Tangipahoa Parish, 1976.
Selected Enterprise Organizations-/
Categories Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
A B C D E
. n 1 1 nv p--- .— uoxiars---
Gross Returns 16,280.71 16,791.61 12,316.74 17,629.63 12,955.89
Total Farm Costs 3,308.77 6,108.12 704.70 4,708.70 735.46
Net Returns-^ 12,971.94 10,690.49 11,612.04 12,220.94 12,220.43
From Farm 4,703.94 10,690.49 588.04 7,408.94 1,196.43
From Off-Farm 8,268.00 0.00 11,024.00 5,512.00 11,024.00
------------ ------------------- Hours----
Enterprises:
Off-Farm Employment
Operator Full-Time 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Operator Part-Time 1,040.00 0.00 2,080.00 0.00 2,080.00
Spouse Full-Time 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
A
Farm
Squash 0.68 1.83 0.00 1.18 0.00
Spring Cabbage 1.82 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Fall Cabbage 2.87 2.06 0.00 3.80 0.00
Fresh Okra 0.74 1.95 0.00 1.25 0.26
Tomatoes 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.14
Bell Peppers 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.00 0.00
Processed Cucumbers 0.00 0.00 0.42 0.00 0.15
Strawberries 0.41 1.15 0.14 0.77 0.15
(Continued on next page) m
Table 64 (Continued)
Selected Enterprise Organizations-'
Categories Alternative
A
Alternative
B
Alternative
C
Alternative
D
Alternative
E
Total Acres of Land Used 6.52 6.99 0.86 7.00 0.70
Total Hours of Labor Used 4,057.43 1,551.05
t
4,599.09 3,586.52 4,623.49
-^Enterprise organization includes all feasible enterprises, including off-farm employment situations, 
small farm operators in Lafayette Parish are either producing or willing to produce or can be produced in 
parish. Alternative A— All feasible enterprises; Alternative B— All feasible enterprises except off-farm 
employment; Alternative C— Bell peppers, cucumbers, ,strawberries, and off-farm employment as only enterprises; 
Alternative D— All feasible farm enterprises and full-time off-farm employment by the farm operator’s spouse; 
and Alternative E— All feasible enterprises except cabbage and squash.
-^Returns to land, labor, capital and management. The costs of getting to and from off-farm job is 
not accounted for.
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Table 65: Costs and Returns, Farm Enterprisess and Off-Farm Employment Options, and Land and Labor Resources
Used for Alternative Enterprise Organizations, for Small Farm Operators with 20 or More Acres of 
Land, Tangipahoa Parish, 1976.
Categories Alternative
A
Alternative 
B
Selected Enterprise Organizations-/
Alternative 
C
Alternative 
D
Alternative 
E
Alternative
F
-Dollars-
Gross Returns 
Total Farm Costs 
Net Returns-' 
From Farm 
From Off-Farm
24,041.11
7,585.91
16.455.19
10.943.20 
5,512.00
23,019.37
9,017.76
14.001.61
14.001.61 
0.00
16,199.19
1,751.67
14,447.52
3,423.52
11,024.00
18,866.51
3,998.67
14,867.84
9,355.87
5,512.00
20,883.47
7,293.49
13,589.98
8,077.98
5,512.00
22,006.57
5,574.85
16,431.72
8,163.72
8,268.00
Enterprises:
Off-Farm Employment
Operator Full-Time 0.00 0.00 2,080.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Operator Part-Time 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,040.00
Spouse Full-Time 2,080.00 0.00 2,080.00 2,080.00 2,080.00 2,080.00
Farm
Squash 1.02 1.64. 0.00 1.11 1.12 0.57
Spring Cabbage 2.51 2.35 0.00 3.03 3.02 0.86
Fall Cabbage 4.63 5.42 0.00 4.78 4.75 2.69
Fresh Okra 1.16 1.82 0.00 1.23 1.09 0.66
Strawberries 0.59 0.82 0.01 0.68 0.51 0.32
Soybeans 37.67 35.53 24.64 0.00 0.00 42.48
Rent to Soybean Farmers 0.00 0.00 22.93 36.75 0.00 0.00
Beef Cattle-Yearling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 18.55 0.00
(Continued on next page) 129
Table 65 (Continued)
Selected Enterprise Organizations-/
Categories Alternative
A
Alternative Alternative 
B C
Alternative Alternative 
D E
Alternative
F
Total Acres of Land Used 47.58 47.58 47.58 47.58 29.04 47.58
Total Hours of Labor Used 3,934.20 2,281.75 4,538.63 3,877.40 3,926.87 4,327.78
-^Enterprise organization includes all feasible enterprises, including off-farm employment situations, 
small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish are either producing or willing to produce or can be produced in 
parish. Alternative A— All feasible enterprises; Alternative B— All feasible enterprises except off-farm 
employment; Alternative C— Bell peppers, cucumbers, strawberries, extensive enterprises, and off-farm employ­
ment; Alternative D— All feasible vegetable enterprises, soybeans rented, and off-farm employment; Alternative 
E— All feasible vegetable enterprises, beef cattle enterprises, and off-farm employment; and Alternative F—  
All feasible enterprises and forced off-farm employment by the farm operator.
-^Returns to land, labor, capital and management. The costs of getting to and from off-farm job is not 
accounted for.
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The 4,057.43 hours of labor represented nearly 87 percent of the available 
labor supply.
Alternative A permitted off-farm employment and nearly one-third of 
the net returns were from off-farm employment. Alternative B (see Table
64) deleted off-farm employment so that its impact on net returns and farm 
organizations could be assessed. The results from Alternative B, when 
compared to Alternative A, were (1) net returns decreased 17.6 percent to 
$10,690.49, (2) farming became somewhat more intensive, utilizing all the 
land suitable for vegetable production, and (3) total labor utilization 
decreased more than 60 percent; however, labor utilized for farming opera­
tions increased 65 percent. Further, Alternative A utilized more than 
four-fifths of the available labor supply, Alternative B utilized only one- 
third of the available labor supply.
Small farm operators in the sample in Tangipahoa Parish tradition­
ally produced bell peppers, cucumbers, and strawberries. The importance 
of tradition should not be overlooked and for this reason Alternative C 
(see Table 64) was formed and it restricted farm enterprises to bell 
peppers, cucumbers, and strawberries. The impact of Alternative C con­
straints caused net returns to decrease 10 percent to $11,612.04 (only 
five percent from farming and 95 percent from full-time off-farm employ- 
ment by the farm operator and his spouse), land utilization decreased 87 
percent, and labor utilization rose 13 percent (labor for farming opera­
tions decreased 53 percent while labor for off-farm employment rose 33 
percent). Alternative C utilized only 12.3 percent (89.3 percent for Al­
ternative A) of the available land suitable for vegetable production and
98.3 percent (87 percent for Alternative A) of the available labor supply.
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In Alternative A, the farm operator worked part-time off the farm 
and the income derived accounted for 21.2 percent of the net returns. 
Alternative D (see Table 64) deleted off-farm employment by the farm opera­
tor so that its impact on net returns and the farm organization could be 
determined. Alternative D produced net returns of $12,920.94, only 0.4 
percent less than the net returns obtained from Alternative A. To get the 
$12,920.94 net returns (57.3 percent from farming operations and 42.7 
percent from full-time off-farm employment by the farm operator's spouse), 
the farm operator utilized all of the land available for vegetable produc­
tion and 58 percent (1,506.52 hours) of the available labor supply for 
farming (2,600 hours when the spouse works off the farm). Thus, with 7.4 
percent more land and 11.6 percent less labor (farming and non-farming), 
Alternative D produced 99.6 percent of the net returns produced in Alter­
native A.
Squash and cabbage were two of the enterprises in the combination 
of enterprises for the previous alternatives, except when the farm enter­
prises were restricted to bell peppers, cucumbers, and strawberries.
Squash and cabbage were not traditionally grown by small farm operators in 
the sample in Tangipahoa Parish. For this reason, Alternative E (see Table
64) deleted squash and cabbage so that their impact on net returns and the 
farm organization could be determined. When this occurred, net returns 
were $12,220.43, which represented a 5.8 percent decrease in the net returns 
produced by Alternative A. Of the $12,220.43 net returns, 9.8 percent came 
from the production of 0.70 acres of vegetables and 90.2 percent came from 
full-time off-farm employment by the farm operator and his spouse. The 
land utilized was 10.7 percent of the land utilized in Alternative A.
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Alternative E utilized 4,623.49 hours of labor (14 percent more than the 
labor utilized in Alternative A), 10 percent for faming operations and 90 
percent for off-farm employment. Total labor utilized by Alternative E 
was 98.8 percent of the available labor supply.
Farms 20 Acres or More
Alternative farm organizations for the 20 or more acre farms (repre­
sented by the 61 acre farm) in Tangipahoa Parish are presented in Table 65. 
Also presented are returns, costs, enterprise combinations, land used, and 
labor used for each of the alternative farm organizations. (See Table 61 
for enterprise information and Appendix D for enterprise budgets used for 
each of the alternatives).
Alternative A (see Table 65), the maximum income potential alterna­
tive for the 61 acre farm in Tangipahoa Parish, had no restrictions imposed 
on it, other than those previously discussed (see page 106). Alternative 
A produced net returns of $16,445.19 (two-thirds from faming operations 
and one-third from full-time off-fam employment by the farm operator's 
spouse), utilizing all of the land available for faming purposes and 84 
percent of the available labor supply. The land was used for the produc­
tion of vegetables and soybeans, with 21 percent used for the fomer and 
79 percent used for the latter. Of the 3,934.20 hours of labor utilized,
47 percent was used for faming operations and 53 percent was used for 
off-fam employment.
Oftentimes off-fam employment is not available. For this reason 
and to detemine its impact on the f a m  organization, Alternative B (see 
Table 65) deleted off-fam employment. When this occurred, net returns 
decreased to $14,001.61 (a 15 percent reduction), land utilization remained
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the same (however, farming became more intensive with vegetable production 
increasing 22 percent while soybean production decreased 6 percent), and 
labor utilization decreased 42 percent. However, labor utilized for farm­
ing purposes increased 23 percent. The 2,281.75 hours of labor utilized 
in Alternative B represented less than half of the available labor supply.
In Tangipahoa Parish, small farm operators in the sample tradition­
ally produced bell peppers, cucumbers, and strawberries. For the purpose 
of assessing the impact of limiting intensive farming to these three enter­
prises, Alternative C (see Table 65) restricted intensive farm enterprises 
to bell peppers, cucumbers, and strawberries. As a result, farming became 
highly extensive, with only 0.01 acres of land in intensive farming. Total 
land utilization was the same as that used in Alternative A, however, the 
distribution was not the same. In Alternative C, less than one percent of 
the land was used for intensive farming whereas in Alternative A, 21 percent 
was used for intensive farming-. Of the 47.57 acres used for extensive farm­
ing, 52 percent was used for soybean production and 48 percent was rented 
to other soybean growers. Alternative C utilized 4,358.63 hours of labor 
(15.4 percent more than the labor utilized in Alternative A), with 8.3 
percent used for farming operations and 91.7 percent used for full-time 
off-farm employment by the farm operator and his spouse. Total labor 
utilized in Alternative C was nearly 97 percent of the available labor 
supply. On the returns side, Alternative C produced net returns of 
$14,447.52 (12.2 percent less than the net returns produced in Alternative 
A). Of the $14,447.52 net returns, 24 percent was from farming operations 
and 76. percent was from off-farm employment.
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Extensive farming usually requires more land than 61 acres and more 
equipment than referred to in Chapter III to fully utilize family labor 
and provide a reasonable standard of living. However, the 61 acres of land 
is more than necessary to support intensive crops. Renting excess land to 
other farmers is a feasible alternative. To see what impact renting of 
land to soybean growers had on the farm organization, Alternative D (see 
Table 65) restricted extensive farm enterprises to the soybean rental enter­
prise. When this occurred, net returns were $14,867.84 (9.6 percent less 
than the net returns in Alternative A), farming was slightly more intensive 
(vegetable production increased 9.3 percent), more than three-fourths 
(36.75 acres) of the land available for farming was rented to soybean 
growers, and labor utilization declined, with less labor used for farming 
operations. Of the $14,867.84 net returns,. 63 percent came from farming 
operations and 37 percent came from full-time off-farm employment by the 
farm operator's spouse. The distribution of net returns for Alternative C 
were virtually the same as the distribution of net returns for Alternative 
A.
In each of the previous alternatives, beef cattle enterprises were 
not a part of the combination of enterprises. Beef cattle represent a 
feasible alternative to growing extensive crop enterprises. For this 
reason both of the soybean enterprises were deleted, represented by Alter­
native E (see Table 65). The results were (1) net returns decreased to 
$13,589.98 (a 17.4 percent decrease), (2) land used decreased to 29.04 acres 
(a 39 percent reduction), and (3) labor used remained virtually unchanged 
(less than one percent decrease). The $13,589.98 net returns were produced 
from 10.49 acres of vegetables (a 6 percent increase compared to Alternative
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A), 18.55 acres of land in beef cattle (selling yearling calves), and
3.926.87 hours of labor (47 percent for farming operations and 53 percent 
for full-time off-farm employment by the farm operator's spouse). The
3.926.87 hours of labor represented approximately 84 percent of the avail­
able labor supply.
Alternative F (see Table 65), the final alternative for the 61 acre 
farm in Tangipahoa Parish, relegated the farm operator to part-time off- 
farm employment, along with his farming options. Oftentimes, part-time 
off-farm jobs are the only off-farm employment available to farm operator. 
Thus, the purpose for Alternative F was to assess the impact that part-time 
off-farm employment by the farm operator had on the farm organization. The 
results were (1) virtually no change in net returns (0.14 percent decrease), 
however, the distribution of net returns changed (farming operations and 
off-farm employment each accounted for nearly 50 percent, compared to a 
two-third— one-third distribution, respectively, for Alternative A),
(2) land utilization remained unchanged; however, farming became less in­
tensive and (3) labor utilization increased, with labor used for farming 
decreasing 35 percent and labor used for off-farm employment increasing 50 
percent, with the farm operator working part-time off the farm and his 
spouse working full-time off the farm. Alternative F utilized 92.3 percent 
of the available labor supply.
Comparison of Alternatives by Size of Farms
Off-farm employment represented a sizeable proportion of the net 
returns to land, labor, capital, and management, more so for the smaller 
size farms than for the larger size farms. This latter fact is to be 
expected because usually as the size of the farm business increases, farm
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income increases and/or time spent working off the farm decreases.
In Lafayette Parish, income from off-farm employment accounted for 
55 percent of the net returns in the maximum income potential alternative 
for the larger farm (41 acres). In comparison, off-farm income accounted 
for 89 percent of the net returns in the maximum income potential alterna­
tive for the smaller farm (12 acres). Without off-farm employment net 
returns, on the 41 acre farm would decrease 22 percent and net returns on 
the 12 acre farm would decrease 28 percent.
When farm organizations in Lafayette Parish were restricted to 
traditionally grown intensive farm enterprises, income from off-farm em­
ployment represented 77 and 93 percent, respectively, of the net returns 
on the larger and smaller farms. Restricting crops to those grown tradi­
tionally reduced net family incomes by about five percent for both farm 
sizes in Lafayette Parish when compared to the maximum income potential 
alternatives. Small farm operators in Lafayette Parish can increase their 
net returns 4 percent on the larger farm and 5 percent on the smaller farm 
if they adopt the maximum income potential alternatives.
Income from off-farm employment accounted for 33 percent and 64 
percent, respectively, of the net returns in the maximum income potential 
alternatives for the larger (61 acres) farm and smaller (10 acres) farm in 
Tangipahoa Parish. When off-farm employment was deleted, net returns on 
the 61 acre farm decreased 15 percent and net returns on the 10 acre farm 
decreased 18 percent.
In Tangipahoa Parish, when farm organizations were restricted to 
production of traditionally grown vegetable crops, income from off-farm 
employment accounted for 76 percent of the net returns on the 61 acre farm
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and 95 percent of the net returns on the 10 acre farm. Net returns could 
be increased 14 percent on the 61 acre farm and 12 percent on the 10 acre 
farm if the maximum income potential alternatives were adopted instead of 
the traditionally produced vegetable crops.
Comparison; Alternatives for Lafayette Parish Versus 
Alternatives for Tangipahoa Parish
In relative terms, the income levels produced by the various alter­
native farm organizations for small farm operators indicated that small 
farmers on the larger size farms were better off than small farmers on the 
smaller size farms. Small farms in Tangipahoa Parish had higher income 
levels when compared to small farms in Lafayette Parish. These relation­
ships were consistent for farm organizations represented by the maximum 
income potential alternatives, the traditionally produced enterprise alter­
natives, and the no off-farm employment alternatives.
Income from farming relative to income from off-farm employment in­
dicated that the opportunity to increase family incomes from farming opera­
tions were greater for the larger size farms than for the smaller size 
farms in both parishes, being more favorable for Tangipahoa Parish than 
for Lafayette Parish. However, the small size farms had higher net returns 
from farming per acre of land used. Thus, the larger farms provided higher 
family income from farming only because of more land.
Net farm income of small farmers in the sample (returns to land, 
labor, capital, and management) relative to capital investment (net farm 
capital) in the farm business were higher for small farm operators in 
Tangipahoa Parish than for small farm operators in Lafayette Parish.
Small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish had $39,966 (see Table 7 in
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Chapter III) invested in the farm business from which net farm income of 
$5,505 (see Table 8 in Chapter III) was obtained, or a 13.8 percent return 
on investment. For Lafayette Parish, small farm operators had an invest­
ment of $73,800 (see Table 6 in Chapter III) in the farm business from 
which net farm income of $4,231 (see Table 8 in Chapter III) was produced. 
This net farm income represented a 5.7 percent return on investment.
Finally, returns from farming in the maximum income potential alter­
natives (see Tables 62-65), relative to capital investment (net farm 
capital) were higher for small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish than 
for small farm operators in Lafayette Parish, regardless of farm size.
Small farmers with less than 20 acres of land in Lafayette and Tangipahoa 
Parishes, respectively, had invested $34,095 (see Table 6 in Chapter III) 
and $17,527 (see Table 7 in Chapter III), in the farm business from which 
returns from farming to these levels of capital investment were 3.9 percent 
for Lafayette Parish and 26.8 percent for Tangipahoa Parish. For the larger 
size farms, small farm operators in Lafayette Parish invested $98,696 (see 
Tab le 6 in Chapter III) in the farm business and had a 6.8 percent return 
from farming whereas small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish obtained 17.8 
percent returns from farming from a capital investment of $61,448 (see 
Table 7 in Chapter III) in the farm business.
Comparison: Positive Analysis Versus Normative Analysis
of Small Farms in Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes
Positive analysis represents "what is" and refers to averages for 
the sample whereas normative analysis represents "what ought to be" and 
refers to averages obtained from the linear programming analysis. Compari­
sons were made between the averages for the sample and the averages for the
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linear programming analysis with these factors considered:
1. Returns for the positive analysis were for a given production 
season, that is, what small farm operators in the sample reported as costs 
and incomes and from that, net returns were determined. For the normative 
analysis, prices, yields, and returns were five year seasonal averages for 
crops and 10 year seasonal averages for livestock.
2. Some hired labor was used in the sample average whereas no hired 
labor was utilized for the normative analysis. Hired labor used in the 
sample average was mostly part-time seasonal labor, used primarily for 
harvesting of crops, and accounted for a very small percentage of total 
labor used. In both analyses, operator and family labor were treated in 
the same manner.
3. Farm sizes were different. In the sample average the average 
size farm in each parish were used whereas for the normative analysis, two 
farm sizes for each parish were used, one less than 20 acres of land and 
the other 20 or more acres of land.
In Lafayette Parish, average net returns for small farm operators 
in the sample were $9,474 (see Table 66), with 45 percent from farm opera­
tions and 55 percent from off-farm employment. This net returns were 23 
percent less than the net returns obtained in the maximum income potential 
alternative for the less than 20 acre farm (see Table 66) and 37 percent 
less than the net returns obtained in the maximum income potential alterna­
tive for the 20 or more acre farm (see Table 66). In the maximum income 
potential alternative for the less than 20 acre farm, 11 percent of the net 
returns were from farming and 89 percent was from off-farm employment. For 
the larger farm, 45 percent of the net returns were from farm operations
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Table 66: Summary of Selected Sample and Linear Programming Results for
Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes, 1976.
Categories
Parish
Lafayette Tangipahoa
Sample Averages
Acres of Land Operated 28.6 Acres 38.2 Acres
Capital Investment-/ $73,800 $39,966
Family Income $ 9,474 $ 9,606
Farm Income $ 4,231 $ 5,505
Non-Farm Income $ 5,243 $ 4,101
Maximum Income Potential Alternative-/
Farms Less Than 20 Acres
Acres of Land Operated 12 Acres 10 Acres
Family Income $12,351 $12,971
Farm Income $ 1,327 $ 4,704
Non-Farm Income $11,024 $ 8,268
Farms 20 Acres or More
Acres of Land Operated 41 Acres 61 Acres
Family Income $15,018 $16,455
Farm Income $ 6,750 $10,943
Non-Farm Income $ 8,268 $ 5,512
Traditional Crop Enterprise Alternatives-/
Farms Less Than 20 Acres
Acres of Land Operated 12 Acres 10 Acres
Family Income $11,815 $11,612
Farm Income $ 791 $ 588
Non-Farm Income $11,024 $11,024
Farms 20 Acres or More
Acres of Land Operated 41 Acres 61 Acres
Family Income $14,408 $14,448
Farm Income $ 3,384 $ 3,424
Non-Farm Income $11,024 $11,024
-^Capital invested in the farm business.
2 /-'Income figures are for the maximum income potential alternatives 
for all farm sizes.
3 /-'Income figures are for alternatives which represents tradition­
ally produced farm enterprises for all farm sizes.
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and 55 percent were from off-farm employment, the same distribution ob­
tained in the sample average. For the traditionally produced enterprises 
(along with off-farm employment options) in Lafayette Parish, net returns 
in the linear programming analysis for the smaller farm were 25 percent 
higher than the average net returns for the sample while for larger farm 
net returns were 52 percent higher than the average net returns for the 
sample.
Average net returns for small farm operators in the sample in Tangi­
pahoa Parish were $9,606 (see Table 66), which was 26 percent less than the 
net returns for the maximum income potential alternative for less than 20 
acre farms (see Table 66) and 42 percent less than the net returns for the 
maximum income potential alternative for the 20 or more acre farm (see 
Table 66). Of the $9,606 net returns, 57 percent was from farm operations 
and 43 percent was from off-farm employment. This compared to 36 percent 
from farming and 64 percent from off-farm employment in the linear pro­
gramming analysis for the small farm while 67 percent and 33 percent, re­
spectively, were from farming and off-farm employment for the larger farm.
In the linear programming analysis, enterprises (including off-farm employ­
ment options) traditionally produced by small farm operators in Tangipahoa 
Parish, provided for net returns of $11,612.04. (5 percent from farming and 
95 percent from off-farm employment) for the smaller size farm and $14,447.52 
(24 percent from farming and 76 percent from off-farm employment) for the 
larger size farm. These net returns were 17 percent and 34 percent, re­
spectively, higher than the average net returns for the sample.
In summary, the linear programming analysis indicated that small 
farm operators could increase their net returns to land, labor, capital,
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and management when compared to the net returns they were obtaining. 
Generally, the relationship between income from farm operations and income 
from off-farm employment were similar for small farm operators in the 
sample and for the linear programming analysis. More than one-half of the 
income was from off-farm employment for both analyses.
CHAPTER V
Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations
SUMMARY
Small farms, defined as farms from which the annual gross sale of 
agricultural products is at least $1,000 but less than $20,000, are impor­
tant to Louisiana's economy and to the farmers who operate them. Approxi­
mately three-fourths of all the farms in the state of Louisiana in 197A 
were small farms. These farms accounted for more than 85.5 million dollars 
in farm sales in 1974. Because these farms are important to the state, 
this study sought to:
1. Provide Policy Makers with information to evaluate the 
responses of small farm operators to current programs and changing social 
and economic conditions.
2. Provide Government and Business Organizations with useful in­
formation that they can disseminate to small farm operators.
3. Provide a methodology that might be useful in other settings to 
investigate the socio-economic aspects of agricultural production.
4. Provide research results useful to county agents, vocational 
agricultural teachers, other agricultural scientists, and others that are 
concerned with providing advice to small farm operators, especially as it 
relates to on and off-farm adjustment.
In this study, specific attention was given to operators of small
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farms that; (1) had $15,000 or less annual gross sales of agricultural 
products, (2) worked off the farm less than 100 eight hour equivalent 
days, and (3) had an annual off-farm family income of less than $10,000.
For this group of farmers, specific objectives were:
1. To identify and survey small farms in selected areas of Louisi­
ana. This survey identified types of farming activity pursued, tenure of 
the farm operator, race of farm operator, and some social and economic 
characteristics of the farm operator and his family.
2. To develop a precise inventory of resources and their usage on 
small farms in selected areas of Louisiana.
3. To determine the farming enterprise combinations and off-farm 
activities that maximize family income and/or welfare on small farms in 
selected areas of Louisiana.
A "Block Sampling Procedure" was used to screen the rural popula­
tion to identify small farms in the two areas. A sample of 128 small farm 
operators was interviewed. Additional information required was obtained 
from secondary sources, mostly from published and unpublished studies by 
the Department of Agricultural Economics and Agribusiness, Louisiana State 
University.
Linear programming, a planning method often used in making decisions 
requiring a choice among a large number of alternatives, was used to deter­
mine the optimal combination of farm enterprises and off-farm employment 
that would maximize family income on small farms. Activities included in 
the linear programming model were production of crops and livestock, 
selling of agricultural products, hiring of services, and selling family 
labor. Restrictions included land, labor, farm enterprises, and off-farm
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employment opportunities. Capital was not considered a restriction be­
cause small farm operators in the sample had sufficient levels of net 
worth to meet capital requirements.
Regression analysis was used to explain the impact that certain 
factors such as acres of land operated, land operated expressed as a per­
cent of land owned, and percent of days worked off the farm by the farm 
operator have on net farm income. Correlation analysis was used to explain 
the relationship between net farm income and various social and economic 
characteristics of small farm operators.
Description of Sample
Descriptive analysis indicated that small farm operators in Lafay­
ette and Tangipahoa Parishes represent approximately four percent of the 
rural residents. Farmers operating large farms accounted for 6.7 percent 
of the rural residents in Lafayette Parish and 10.1 percent of the rural 
residents in Tangipahoa Parish. The majority of the rural residents in 
the two parishes had little or no farm income.
Small farm operators in the two areas were generally males, with 
less than five percent of the 128 operators in the sample females. Sixty- 
two percent of the males were white and 39 percent were black. As for 
females, 83 percent were white and 17 percent were black. Jointly, whites 
represented 62.5 percent of the small farm operators in the sample and 
blacks 37.5 percent. In Lafayette Parish, 45 percent of the small farmers 
were white and 55 percent were black. In Tangipahoa Parish, whites repre­
sented the majority, where 81 percent were white and 19 percent were black 
(see Table 67).
Table 67: Number of Small Farmers, Land Situations, Family Income, Farm and Non-Farm Income, and Net Worth,
by Race of Operator, Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes, 1976.
Parish Average Acres of Land  Net Family Income
and
Categories
Small
Farmers Operated Cropland Total
Farm
Income
Off-Farm
Income
Net
Worth
Numbers
Lafayette Parish
Race of farm operator
White 29 35.1 9.6 11,313 4,179 7,134 197,948
Black 36 23.4 14.8 7,994 4,274 3,720 76,747
Total 65 28.6 12.5 9,474 4,231 5,243 133,899
Tangipahoa Parish
Race of farm operator
White 51 42.4 14.0 9,665 5,688 3,977 81,697
Black 12 21.4 . 10.4 9,353 4,725 4,628 51,157
Total 63 38.2 13.3 9,606 5,505 4,101 75,879
SOURCE: Survey of 128 small farm operators in Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes, Summer 1976.
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More than half of the operators of small farms in the sample were 
full-time farmers and 55 years old or older. They owned and operated 
small acreage. In Lafayette Parish, the small farmers owned an average 
of 36.8 acres of land and operated 28.6 acres. The opposite was the case 
in Tangipahoa Parish, where operators of small farms owned an average of
29.3 acres of land, but operated 38.2 acres (see Table 67). The land was 
used mainly for crop production. In Lafayette Parish, operators of small 
farms most frequently produced sweet potatoes, okra, and hot peppers 
whereas in Tangipahoa Parish, bell peppers, cucumbers, and strawberries 
were most frequently produced by small farm operators. From these enter­
prises, small farm operators in Lafayette Parish averaged $9,474 (45 per­
cent from the farm and 55 percent from off-farm employment) in net family 
income while small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish averaged $9,606 
(57 percent from farming and 43 percent from off-farm employment) in net 
family income (see Table 67).
Net worth of operators of small farms in Lafayette Parish averaged 
$133,899, with white operators having average net worth 48 percent higher 
than the parish average and 158 percent higher than the average for black 
operators. In comparison, operators of small farms in Tangipahoa Parish 
had an average net worth of $75,879, with white operators having average 
net worth only 8 percent higher than the parish average and 60 percent 
higher than average net worth for blacks (see Table 67).
Characteristics of Small Farms and Small Farmers
Lafayette Parish
Generally, operators of small farms in Lafayette Parish were 55
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years old or older, with above average health, with less than nine years 
of formal education, married and had been farming for more than 30 years. 
Full-time small farmers and black small farmers exhibited similar charac­
teristics to all farmers in the sample.
In Lafayette Parish, 38.5 percent of the small farmers worked off 
the farm, with 10.8 percent and 9.2 percent, respectively, working as 
school bus drivers and farm laborers. However, small farm operators in 
the sample in Lafayette Parish indicated that off-farm jobs as janitors, 
farm laborers, and common laborers were generally available to them.
Attitudinally, small farm operators in Lafayette Parish were will­
ing to produce most of the vegetable crops adaptable to the area and some 
were willing to produce soybeans and cotton. These farmers also felt that 
their present acreages were suitable for full-time farming, even though 
they operated small acreages, which implies they were more interested in 
intensive farming than extensive farming. Generally, these farmers did not 
use technical services provided by the Extension Service, did not use 
credit, and did not have membership in farm, civic, or social organiza­
tions .
The small farm family in Lafayette Parish averaged 3.6 persons; 
black farmers had larger families than white farmers. Spouses of small 
farm operators in Lafayette Parish were relatively younger and better 
educated than the farm operators. Spouses did participate in the off-farm 
labor market and generally expressed a preference for off-farm jobs as 
cooks, janitors, and maids.
An inventory of farm resources revealed that more than two-thirds 
of the small farm operators in Lafayette Parish owned a tractor and 3.1
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percent owned more than one tractor. For farming purposes, draft animals 
were used by 21.5 percent of the small farmers, with more black farmers 
than white farmers using draft animals. Generally, tractors on small 
farms in Lafayette Parish were old (averaged 16.59 years) and low in value 
(averaged $1,806.01). The same situation existed for farm buildings, which 
had an age of 17.84 years and an average value of $887.29.
Livestock were produced (on a very small scale) for sale by approxi­
mately three-fifths of the small farm operators in Lafayette Parish. Beef 
cattle (an average of 15 head per farmer producing them) was the type of 
livestock most frequently produced by the small farmers.
i
Production practices adopted by small farm operators in Lafayette 
Parish varied according to enterprise but generally small farmers applied 
fertilizer before planting, applied some fertilizer after planting, used 
insecticides and herbicides sparingly, and did not use irrigation. In 
regard to resource usage, all of the small farm operators used commercial 
fertilizer and most used commercial and/or hybrid seeds. On the other 
hand, very few small farm operators used artificial insemination, animal 
manure, and protein concentrate.
Small farm operators in Lafayette Parish generally marketed their 
products through process and fresh market channels. They most frequently 
used local vegetable markets, local processors, selling at the farm gate, 
peddling, and "pick your own" as market outlets.
Tangipahoa Parish
Nearly two-thirds of the small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish 
were 55 years old or older. Generally, these farmers had good or excellent 
health, were married, had completed less than nine years of formal
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education, and had been fanning for more than 30 years. Generally, black 
and full-time farmers were older than white and part-time farmers; more 
white and full-time farmers were in the good or excellent health category 
than black and part-time farmers; white and full-time farmers had com­
pleted more years of formal education than black and part-time farmers; 
fewer black farmers than white farmers were married; and more black farmers 
than white farmers had been farming for more than 30 years.
In Tangipahoa Parish, twenty percent of the small farm operators 
had off-farm jobs, with school bus driver being the off-farm job most 
frequently held. The off-farm jobs preferred by small farm operators, 
however, were skilled laborer jobs. .Skilled labor, farm laborer, and 
construction laborer were the off-farm jobs small farm operators most fre­
quently mentioned as being available to them.
Small farm operators in the sample in Tangipahoa Parish were willing 
to produce most vegetables adaptable to the area and some were willing to 
produce field corn, soybeans, and cotton. Technical services provided by 
the Extension Service were used by a small number of the small farm opera­
tors. The same was true of credit. In addition, small farmers generally 
did not belong to farm, civic, or social organizations and were satisfied 
with their present intensive farming operations. The vast majority stated 
that their present acreages were suitable for full-time farming.
Small farm families in Tangipahoa Parish averaged 2.9 persons, with 
black farm families larger than white farm families. Spouses of small 
farm operators were younger and had completed higher level of formal educa­
tion than the small farm operators. Spouses participated in the off-farm 
labor market and generally indicated a preference for off-farm jobs as
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general laborers, clerks, and cooks.
More than four-fifths of the small farm operators in Tangipahoa 
Parish owned a tractor and nearly 13 percent owned more than one tractor. 
These tractors averaged 16.79 years of age and had an average value of 
$1,788.99. The age and value of farm buildings were similar to the age 
and value of tractors, that is, high age and low value. Farm buildings on 
small farms in Tangipahoa Parish had an average age of 15.8 years and an 
average value of $1,038.38.
One-third of the small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish produced 
livestock for sale. Forty percent of the farmers producing livestock for 
sale produced beef cattle, with an average size herd of 26 cattle. Beef 
cattle were followed by dairy cattle and swine in number of producers.
Production practices adopted by small farm operators in Tangipahoa 
Parish varied according to enterprise but generally small farmers applied 
fertilizer before planting, applied some fertilizer after planting, used 
insecticides, used lime, used some custom hiring, and irrigated. Com­
mercial fertilizer, commercial seeds, and insecticides were used by most 
of the small farm operators whereas hybrid seed; animal manure, protein 
concentrate, and artificial insemination was used by a few of the small 
farm operators.
For the most part, small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish mar­
keted their products in fresh market outlets. Market outlets most fre­
quently used by small farmers in Tangipahoa Parish were farm market coopera­
tives, local vegetable markets, selling at the farm gate, peddling, and 
"pick your own" operations.
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Analysis of Data
In the analysis of data, regression, correlation, and linear pro­
gramming procedures were used. Regression and correlation were used to 
explain relationships between variables while linear programming was used 
to obtain maximum income potential alternatives for different resource 
situations. The relationship between the statistical analyses and the 
linear programming analysis was of concern only where off-farm employment 
of the farm operator was involved.
Statistical Analysis
Several factors have an impact on net farm income. To determine, 
statistically, the generally nature of the impact, that is, the relation­
ship that various factors have with net farm income, regression and corre­
lation analysis were used. Variables used in the regression analysis were 
variables that related more to the operation of the farm business whereas 
variables used in the correlation analysis related to characteristics and 
attitudes of the farm operator. Variables used in the regression analysis 
were:
1. Y - net farm income.
2. XI - percent of days worked off the farm by the farm
operator.
3. X2 - acres of land operated.
4. X3 - land operated expressed as a percent of land owned.
5. X4 - percent of land operated that was cropland.
6. X5 - value of livestock (dollars).
7. X6 - dollar value of hired labor.
8. X7 - dollars of borrowed capital.
9. X8 - percent of net worth invested in farm business.
154
Variables used in the correlation analysis were:
1. Y - net farm income.
2. XI - number of years farm operator had been farming.
i
3. X2 - age of farm operator.
4. X3 - years of formal education completed by farm
operator.
5. X4 - Health status of farm operator (five point scale).
6. X5 - farm operator indication that his present acreage
was suitable for full-time farming (yes or no).
7. X6 - use of technical services, measured in terms of
the use of the Extension Service (yes or no).
8. X7 - farm operator's view of the future of farming
(five point scale).
9. X8 - farm operator's view of his future in farming
(five point scale).
10. X9 - small farm operator’s view that farm organizations
in the area were concerned with the problem of 
small farmers (yes or no).
11. X10- small farm operator's opinion that small farmers
in the area were active in farm organizations 
(yes or no).
12. Xll- small farmers that belonged to farm organizations
(yes or no).
13. X12- small farmers that were willing to use credit
(yes or no).
Regression Analysis: Regression equations were computed for small 
farm operators in Lafayette Parish, Tangipahoa Parish, and for both 
parishes combined. The computed regression equation for small farm opera­
tors in Lafayette Parish were:
Y - 1420.10 + 51.47 X2** + 8.99X3* + 17.59X4***, R2 of .34, 
(1.96) (3.37) (1.49)
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where, Y is net farm income; X2 is acres of land operated, X3 is land 
operated expressed as percent of land owned; and X4 is percent of land 
that is cropland. Computed t values are shown in parenthesis and *, **, 
and respectively, are 5 percent, 10 percent, and 20 percent proba­
bility levels for significance. The value of the regression coefficients 
for X2, X3, and X4, respectively, indicate that net farm income increased 
by $51.47 for each additional acre of land operated, net farm income in­
creased by $8.99 for each one percent increase in land operated that was 
owned by the farm operator, and net farm income increased by $17.59 for 
each one percent increase in land operated that was cropland. The above 
variables accounted for only 34 percent of the variation in net farm 
income (R2 = 34).
The regression equation computed for small farm operators in Tangi­
pahoa Parish was:
Y = 3562.26 - 62.33X1* - 33.60X2* + 13.47X3** + 0.17X5*, R2 of .33,
(2.06) (2.62) (1.87) (2.41)
where, Y is net farm income; XI is percent of days worked off the farm by 
the farm operator; X2 is acres of land operated; X3 is land operated 
expressed as percent of land owned; and X5 is value of livestock. Computed 
t values are shown in parenthesis and * and **, respectively, are 5 percent 
and 10 percent probability levels for significance. The value of the 
regression coefficients (XI, X2, X3, and X5) indicate that, (1) net farm 
income decreased $62.33 for each one percent increase in the number of 
days worked off the farm by the farm operator, (2) net farm income decreased 
$33.60 for each additional acre of land operated, (3) net farm income 
increased $13.47 for each one percent increase in land operated that was
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owned by the farm operator, and (4) net farm income increased $.17 for each 
dollar value of livestock. The above variables accounted for only 33 
percent of the variation in net farm income (R2 = .33).
Results of the computed regression equation for both parishes 
(combined observations) were:
Y = 2767.57 - 52.37X1* - 27.24X2* + 6.61X3* + 15.09X4** + .17X5* +
(2.77) (2.67) (2.50) (1.66) (2.91)
18.86X8***, R2 of .22,
(1.45)
where, Y is net farm income; XI is percent of days worked off the farm by 
the farm operator; X2 is acres of land operated; X3 is land operated 
expressed as percent of land owned; X4 is percent of land operated that is 
cropland; X5 is value of livestock; X8 is percent of net worth invested in 
farm business. Computed t values are shown in parenthesis and *, **, and 
***, respectively, are 5 percent, 10 percent, and 20 percent probability 
levels for significance. The value of these regression coefficients 
indicate that (1) net farm income decreased $52.37 for each one percent 
increase in the number of days worked off the farm by the farm operator 
(XI), (2) net farm income decreased $27.24 for each additional acre of 
land operated (X2), (3) net farm income increased $6.61 for each one 
percent increase in land operated that was owned by the farm operator (X3), 
(4) net farm income increased $15.09 for each one percent increase in land 
operated that is cropland (X4), (5) net farm income increased $.17 for 
each additional unit of value of livestock (X5), and (6) net farm income 
increased $18.86 for each one percent increase in net worth invested in 
farm business (X8). The above variables accounted for only 22 percent of 
the variation in net farm income (R2 = .22).
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In comparison, independent variables X2 (acres of land operated) 
and X3 (land expressed as percent of land owned) were the only variables 
that were significant at the 20 percent level or better in the regression 
equations for all three situations. Further, X2 was positive for Lafayette 
Parish and negative for both Tangipahoa Parish and the combined situation. 
The difference may be due to the fact that several operators of small 
farms in Lafayette Parish owned more land than they operated, thus, income 
increased as the proportion of land owned that was operated increased. On 
the other hand, small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish operated more 
land than they owned and incurred rent charges in addition to operating 
expenses which resulted in lower net returns per acre. Thus, net returns 
to the farm unit decreased as the proportion of land operated that was 
rented increased. The combined situation was dominated by the Tangipahoa 
Parish sample resulting in the majority of the 128 operators of small farms 
in the combined sample operating more land than they owned. Variables X6 
(dollars of hired labor) and X7 (dollars of borrowed capital) were not 
significant at he 20 percent level or better in any of the regression 
equations. This is due to very small expenditures for hired labor and 
relatively small percentage of small farm operators using borrowed capital 
in the two parishes. While selected variables had significant effects on 
income, there was low predictability of income. In all three cases, the 
specified variables accounted for only one-fifth to one-third of the 
variation in net farm income.
Correlation Analysis: Generally, the correlation ratios (net farm
income correlated with each of twelve other variables) for small farm 
operators in the sample in Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes were positive,
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with two exceptions; age of the farm operator and his view of his future 
in farming correlated with net farm income produced negative ratios. 
However, neither of the negative ratios, as well as five of the positive 
ratios, were significant at the 10 percent level of significance or better. 
For those correlation ratios that were significant at the 10 percent level 
of significance or better, the value of the ratios were low, ranging from 
.178 for net farm income and health of farm operator to .285 for net farm 
income and farm operator's view of his future in farming. Based on the 
magnitude of the correlation ratios, it can be concluded that the relation­
ship between net farm income and various characteristics of small farm 
operators in Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes were somewhat weak.
There were differences in the correlation ratios for white and black 
•small farm operators. In comparison:
1. Net farm income (Y) correlated with age of the operator (X2), 
years of formal education completed by farm operator (X3), farm operator's 
view that farm organizations in area are concerned with problems of small 
farmers (X9), and small farmers belonging to farm organizations (Xll) 
have opposite signs for white small farmers and for black small farmers. 
These relationships, even though none of the ratios were significant at 
the 10 percent level of significance or better, are probably due to dif­
ferences in the general characteristics of white and black farm operators 
and to differences in opportunities available to white and black farm 
operators. For example, a negative Y/X3 is an indication that as the 
level of formal education is increased, non-farm activities, such as off- 
farm employment, become more important to the farm operator. White farmers 
in the sample had higher levels of formal education than black farmers, and
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presumably more off-farm opportunities, thus a negative Y/X3. On the 
other hand, a positive Y/X3 is an indication that as the level of farm 
education increased, farming efficiency is probably increased, assuming 
the farm operator is better equipped to utilize his resources in a more 
efficient manner as his level of education increases. Black farmers in 
the sample had low levels of formal education, much lower than that of 
white farmers, thus increasing their levels of formal education, their 
farming efficiency probably would increase.
2. For white small farm operators, six of the 12 correlation 
ratios were significant at the 10 percent level of significance or better; 
only two of the correlation ratios for black small farmers were significant 
at the 10 percent level of significance or better. However, the correla­
tion ratios that were significant for black farmers were slightly larger 
than those for white farmers. This situation can possibly be attributed
to differences in the general characteristics of white and black small 
farmers. For example, Y/X8 (net farm Income correlated with farm operatorTs 
view of his future in farming) was .239 for white farmers and .325 for black 
farmers. This difference is probably due to differences in characteristics 
such as level of formal education, off-farm job opportunities, age, and so 
forth. Thus, because of these characteristics, black small farm operators 
considered their future in farming somewhat more favorable, relatively, 
than white small farmers.
3. Generally, as the age of white small farm operators increased, 
net farm income decreased; the opposite was true for black farmers. As 
the level of formal education of white small farm operators increased net 
farm income was lower as a result of greater participation in off-farm 
employment; the opposite was true for black small farm operators since 
they had less off-farm opportunities. Use of technical services was
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correlated with farm income for white small farm operators; however, there 
was little correlation between income and technical services for blacks 
since they generally did not participate.
Linear Programming Analysis
Maximization of family income was the objective function of the 
linear programming model used to determine the income potential for 
families operating small farms. In the model, the allocation of resources 
(with restrictions imposed on land and labor) among enterprises was made
in such a way that each unit of each resource was used where it made the
greatest contribution to net returns to land, labor, capital, and manage­
ment. For example, if a unit of labor used in the production of squash 
contributed more to net returns than that same unit of labor used in the 
production of cucumbers, the LP model allocated that unit of labor to the 
production of squash.
Analytical Model; The analytical model was considered a simulated 
model of the small farm firm. The components of this model included:
1. Land —  four farm sizes were used, two for each parish, with
one size less than 20 acres and the other 20 or more acres. In each size 
category, the size of farm represented the average acres of land operated 
by small farmers in the respective parishes.
2. Vegetable enterprises— those vegetables adaptable to the 
parishes were, for the most part, included.
3. Extensive farm enterprises —  included were soybeans, land rented 
to soybean grower(s) with the landlord, (farm operator) responsible for 
part of the production and marketing costs, beef cattle-yearling, and
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beef cattle-weanling. These enterprises were considered only for the 20 or 
more acre farm situations.
4. Off-farm employment —  the options included working off the farm 
full-time or part-time by the farm operator and full-time by the spouse.
The farm operator and his spouse were paid $2.65 per hour (minimum wage) 
for off-farm work.
5. Labor —  all labor was provided by the farm family. Included 
was 1.5 labor units for farming only and two labor units for off-farm em­
ployment only. The farm operator represented one labor unit for farming 
and his spouse represented one-half labor unit for farming. The farm 
operator and his spouse each represented one labor unit for off-farm em­
ployment.
6. No restrictions were Imposed on capital availability because 
the level of net worth was sufficient to support capital requirements.
7. Market outlets —  included both fresh and processed market 
outlets such as local vegetable markets, farm market coops, local pro­
cessors, and selling at the farm gate. Small farm operators in Lafayette 
Parish generally marketed their products in both fresh and processed market 
outlets whereas small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish generally 
marketed their products in fresh market outlets.
8. Market prices —  fresh and processed market prices were included, 
where applicable, for vegetable enterprises. Prices used were seasonal 
five year average prices for crops and ten year average price for beef 
cattle.
9. Crop yields —  five year average yields were used, with adjust­
ments made in some instances based on survey data.
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10. Beef cattle yields —  standard weights of 400 pounds for wean­
ling calves, 800 pounds for yearling calves, and 850 pounds for cull cows 
were used as live weights.
11. Input prices —  included were 1976-1977 prices paid by fanners 
in Louisiana with adjustments made based on recent historical trends and 
survey data.
The analytical model just described was used in both parishes. 
Resource situations and traditional farming were different in the two 
parishes and for those reasons, resource situations were specified for each 
parish and comparative analyses were made.
Two farm sizes were included for each parish, one less than 20 acres 
of land and the other 20 or more acres of land. In Lafayette Parish the 
two farm sizes were 12 acres and 41 acres. On the 12 acre farm 8.04 acres 
were suitable for vegetable production arid the remainder of the land was 
other cropland and wasteland. In comparison, on the 41 acre farm 15.99 
acres were suitable for vegetable production, 21.73 acres were other crop­
land, and 3.28 acres were wasteland.
For Tangipahoa Parish, 10 and 41 acres represented the two farm 
sizes. The 10 acre farm had 7.00 acres of land suitable for vegetable pro­
duction, 1.20 acres classified as other cropland, and 1.80 acres wasteland. 
The 61 acre farm had 18.30 acres of land suitable for vegetable production, 
29.28 acres classified as other cropland, and 13.42 acres wasteland.
Vegetable enterprises were restricted to land suitable for vegetable 
production and could be produced on both sizes of farms. Double cropping 
was allowed for fall cabbage and Irish potatoes. Extensive enterprises 
were limited to the 41 and 61 acre farm sizes and could be grown on land 
suitable for vegetable production and other cropland. No agricultural
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production occurred on wasteland.
Labor used was restricted to family labor. It consisted of the 
farm operator and his spouse, with 3,900 annual hours of labor available 
for farming with no off-farm employment and 4,160 annual hours available 
for off-farm employment (no farming). A total of 4,680 annual hours of 
labor was available. When farm and off-farm employment were combined the 
farm operator accounted for two-thirds of the labor available for farming 
and his spouse one-third. On the other hand, the farm operator represented 
one-half and his spouse the other half of the labor available for off-farm 
employment.
Results and Evaluations; In each parish and for each farm size, 
several alternative organizations were considered. To obtain the maximum 
income potential alternative organization, no restrictions, other than 
those for all alternatives, were imposed. Other alternative organizations 
were formed by deletion or restriction of certain enterprises such as 
deleting off-farm employment or restricting farm operations to traditionally 
produced farm enterprises. Comparisons were made for income produced in 
the maximum income potential alternatives and income in the average for the 
sample.
For Lafayette Parish, the maximum income potential alternative for 
the less than 20 acre farm provided for net returns of $12,350.82, with
89.3 percent from off-farm employment and 11.7 percent from farming opera­
tions. This alternative utilized 19.4 percent of the land and 97.9 percent 
of the available labor supply (see Table 68). For this same farm size, 
without off-farm employment, net returns decreased 28 percent, labor utili­
zation decreased 70 percent while land utilization increased 245 percent.
Table 68: Summary of Income, Land, and Labor for SelecCcd Alternative Situations,-^  Lafayette and Tangipahoa
Parishes.
Parish Average Acres Het Family Income
Labor Supply
Amount Used
and
Categories
of Land 
Available Used Total Fara
Hon-
Fara
Total
Available Total
On
Fara
Off-
Fara
—  — Acres- --- -Dollars-- -Annual Hours-----
Lafayette Parish
Saaple Results: 28.60 26.05 9,474 4,231 5,243 4,680 2,878-' 900if 1,978-'
Linear Programming Results: 
Paras Less Than 20 Acres;
Alternative A 12.00 2.33 12,351 1,327 11,024 4,680 4,582 420 4,162
Alternative B 12.00 8.05 8,897 8,897 -0- 4,680 1,360 1,360 -0-
Alternative C 12.00 1.41 11,815 791 11,024 4,680 4,591 431 4,160
Alternative D 12.00 8.71 11,803 6,291 5,512 4,680 4,232 2,152 2,080
Alternative E 12.00 1.65 11,938 914 11,024 4,680 4,633 473 4,160
Alternative F 12.00 6.99 12,248 3,980 8,268 4,680 4,217 1,097 3,120
Farms 20 Acres or Hore;
Alternative A 61.00 38.12 15,018 6,750 8,268 4,680 4,273 1,153 3,120
Alternative B 41.00 38.74 11,778 11,778 -0- 4,680 1,957 1,957 -0-
Alternative C 41.00 37.72 14,408 3,384 11,024 4,680 4,612 452 4,160
Alternative D 41.00 37.8B 13.B17 2,793 11,024 4,680 4,609 449 4,160
Alternative E 41.00 22.31 12,711 4.443 8,268 4,680 4,105 985 3,120
Tangipahoa Parish
Sample Results: 38.20 23.08 9,606 5,505 4,101 4,680 2,521=-' 9731' 1,548=-'
Linear Programing Results: 
Faras Less Than 20 Acres;
Alternative A 10.00 6.52 12,972 6,706 8,268 4,680 4,057 937 3,120
Alternative B 10.00 6.99 10,690 10,690 -0- 4,680 1,551 1,551 -0-
Alternative C 10.00 0.86 11,612 588 11,024 4,680 4,599 439 4,160
Alternative D 10.00 7.00 12,921 7,405 5,512 4,680 3,587 1,507 2,080
Alternative E 10.00 0.70 12,220 1,196 11,024 4,680 4,623 463 4,160
Faras 20 Acres or More;
Alternative A 61.00 47.58 16,455 10,943 5,512 4,680 3,934 1,854 2,080
Alternative B 61.00 47.58 14.002 14.002 -fi­ 4.680 2,282 2.282 -0-
Alternative C 61.00 47.58 14.448 3,424 ll,024 4,680 4,539 379 4,160
Alternative D 61.00 47.58 14,868 9,356 5,512 4,680 3,877 1,797 2,080
Alternative E 61.00 29.04 13,590 8,078 5,512 4,680 3,927 1,847 2,080
Alternative F 61.00 47.58 16,432 8,164 8,268 4,680 4,328 1,208 3,120
l^These alternative situations Included fan enterprises and off-farm employment (treated as farm 
enterprise) and are as follows: Alternative A— All feasible enterprises; Alternative B— All feasible enter­
prises except off-fara employment; Alternative C— Only fata enterprises traditionally grown and off-fara em­
ployment; Alternative D— All feasible fan enterprises and off-fara employment by the farm operator's spouse; 
Alternative E— All feasible enterprises except squash and cabbage, with the exception that Alternative E for 
the 61 acre fan included all feasible enterprises except soybeans; and Alternative F— For Lafayette Parish 
all feasible fata enterprlsea and forced part-tlae off-fara employment by the fan operator while for Tangi­
pahoa Parish Alternative F Included all feasible farm enterprises and forced full-time off-fara employment by 
the fara operator.
^Estimated.
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Labor used for fanning purposes increased 222 percent, however, total 
labor utilization was only 29 percent of the available labor supply. Land 
use included two-thirds of the total land and all of the land available 
for vegetable production (see Table 68).
On the 41 acre farm in Lafayette Parish, the maximum income poten­
tial alternative organization produced net' returns of $15,017.54, with 45 
percent from farming operations and 55 percent from off-farm employment.
To obtain the $15,017.54 net returns, all of the land available for agri­
culture production was utilized and 91 percent of the available labor 
supply was utilized. The distribution of labor was 27 percent for farming 
operations and 73 percent for off-farm employment. Without off-farm em­
ployment, net returns decreased 21.6 percent, land utilization remained 
about the same, and labor utilization decreased 54 percent, while labor 
used for farming increased 70 percent. Without off-farm employment, farm­
ing became more intensive on the 41 acre farm (see Table 68).
The alternatives for the two farm sizes in Tangipahoa Parish were 
similar in some respects to those in Lafayette Parish. For the less than 
20 acre farm, the maximum income potential alternative organization pro­
duced net returns of $12,971.94, with 36 percent from farming operations 
and 64 percent from off-farm employment. Nearly 90 percent of the land 
suitable for vegetable production was utilized and 87 percent of the avail­
able labor supply was used with 23 percent for farming and 77 percent for 
off-farm employment. Without off-farm employment, farming became more 
intensive, net returns decreased 17.6 percent, and labor utilization 
decreased, more than 60 percent; however, labor utilized for farming in­
creased 65 percent. Total labor used without off-farm employment for the
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10 acre farm in Tangipahoa Parish was one-third of the total available 
labor supply (see Table 68).
The maximum income potential alternative for the 20 or more acre 
farm in Tangipahoa Parish produced net returns of $16,445.19 (two-thirds 
from farming operations and one-third from off-farm employment). This 
alternative utilized all of the land available for farming purposes and 84 
percent of the available labor supply, 47 percent for faming and 53 per­
cent for off-farm employment. Without off-farm employment, net returns 
decreased 15 percent, land utilization remained the same (however, faming 
became more intensive), and total labor utilization decreased 42 percent 
while labor utilized for faming increased 23 percent (see Table 68).
Alternative A represented the maximum income potential for the four
resource situations analyzed. However, each situation had an additional 
alternative that provided near maximum income potential but the type of 
alternative differed among situations. For example, in Lafayette Parish 
for the 12 acre f a m  the near maximum income potential alternative (eight- 
tenth percent reduction in net income) was Alternative F, which represented 
all feasible f a m  enterprises and forced part-time off-fam employment by 
the f a m  operator. For the 41 acre f a m  in Lafayette Parish, Alternative 
C (the traditional f a m  enterprise alternative) represented near maximum 
income potential, which was about a four percent reduction (see Table 68).
In Tangipahoa Parish the near maximum income potential alternatives
for the 10 acre f a m  and the 61 acre fam, respectively, were Alternative
D (represented by all feasible f a m  enterprises and off-fam employment by 
the f a m  operator's spouse) and Alternative F (represented by all feasible 
f a m  enterprises and forced full-time off-fam employment by the f a m
167
operator). The reduction in net Income in Alternative D was four-tenths 
percent while the reduction in Alternative F was a one-tenth percent re­
duction (see Table 68).
In Lafayette Parish, average net returns were $9,474 for small farm 
operators in the sample, with 45 and 55 percent, respectively, of the net 
returns from farm operations and off-farm employment. For Tangipahoa 
Parish, average net returns were $9,606 for small farm operators in the 
sample. Of the $9,606 net returns, 57 percent was from farming and 43 
percent was from off-farm employment (see Table 68). In relationship to 
the net returns in the maximum income potential alternatives in both 
parishes for both sizes of farms, average net returns were higher for the 
maximum income potential alternative than for the sample. However, the 
relationship between income from the farm and income from off-farm employ­
ment indicated that generally more than one-half were from off-farm employ­
ment for both parishes.
Generally, land and labor utilization by the several alternative 
farm organizations for both farm sizes and for both parishes varied greatly. 
For example, for the smaller size farm (12 acres) in Lafayette Parish, land 
utilization was as low as 12 percent for the alternative representing tradi­
tion and as high as 73 percent for the alternative which restricted the 
farm operator to farming and the spouse to full-time off-farm employment.
On the labor side of the ledger, the alternative with no off-farm employ­
ment utilized the least amount of labor and the alternative which deleted 
squash and cabbage utilized the largest amount of labor (see Table 68).
In Lafayette Parish, for the larger size farm (41 acres) land utili­
zation ranged from 54 percent for the alternative which deleted squash and
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cabbage to 94 percent for the alternative which had no off-farm employment. 
As for labor, the alternative representing tradition utilized the most 
while the alternative representing no off-farm employment utilized the 
least (see Table 68).
Land utilization for the 10 acre farm in Tangipahoa Parish was low 
as 7 percent for the alternative which deleted squash and cabbage and as 
high as 70 percent for the alternative that restricted the farm operator 
to farming and the spouse to full-time off-farm employment. Labor utilized 
for the 10 acre farm was highest for the no squash and no cabbage alterna­
tive and lowest for the no off-farm employment alternative (see Table 68).
For the 61 acre farm in Tangipahoa Parish, all of the alternatives, 
except that which restricted extensive farm enterprises to beef cattle 
(48 percent of the land was utilized by this alternative), utilized 78 
percent of the land. For labor, the alternative which represented tradi­
tion, utilized the most and the alternative with no off-farm employment 
utilized the least (see Table 68).
To summarize, income from off-farm employment represented a sizeable 
proportion of the net returns to land, labor, capital, and management, more 
so for the smaller size farms than for the larger size farms. In Lafayette 
Parish, income from off-farm employment accounted for 55 percent of the net 
returns in the maximum income potential alternative organization for the 41 
acre farm. For the 12 acre farm, off-farm income accounted for 89 percent 
of the net returns in the maximum income potential alternative. Ixi Tangi­
pahoa Parish, income from off-farm employment accounted for 33 percent and 
64 percnet, respectively, of the net returns in the maximum income poten­
tial alternatives for the larger and smaller farms. In both parishes, net 
returns in the maximum income potential alternatives were higher than the
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average net returns small farm operators in the samples received.
In both parishes and for both sizes of farms, the no off-farm employ­
ment alternative utilized the least amount of labor. For the smaller size 
farms for both parishes the alternative which represented no squash and no 
cabbage utilized the most labor while for the larger size farms in both 
parishes the alternative which represented tradition utilized the most 
labor. For land utilization, a specific pattern similar to the pattern for 
labor utilization did not occur.
CONCLUSIONS
Improving the welfare of small farm operators is often considered a 
means to foster rural growth and development. This may be the case in many 
rural areas of the United States. However, this study did not provide
evidence to support this for rural Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes. Only
4 percent of the rural residents were small farmers in Lafayette and Tangi­
pahoa Parishes. Based on the findings in this study, to create economic 
growth and development, and at the same time improve the economic well 
being of small farm operators and their families, efforts should be directed 
toward improving the welfare of all rural people, not just those associated 
with small farms in Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes.
Since small farmers represents a small percentage of the rural 
population in the two parishes, programs geared toward improving the income 
levels of small farmers would have at best a small multiplier effect on 
raising the income levels of other rural people. Taking the opposite
approach, that is, developing programs to improve the income levels of all
rural people, would have direct multiplier effect in raising the income
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levels of all rural people, including small farmers.
The problems associated with small farmers are often considered 
poverty problems. Such was not the case for operators of small farms in 
Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes. These farmers had family income levels 
above the poverty level and they also had substantial net worths. Thus, 
many of their problems are probably due to attitudinal characteristics.
Attitudinal characteristics of small farm operators suggest that 
small farm operators are highly independent. They expressed little interest 
in the use of credit, in the use of technical services, in receiving farm 
related magazines, and in having membership in civic, social, or farm 
organizations. These attitudinal characteristics of small farm operators,
even though they suggest a degree of independence, could be due to a lack
of knowledge of the benefits that could be derived or due to other factors
such as lack of trust in agencies providing credit or technical services,
feeling uncomfortable in group settings, and being satisfied with their 
present conditions.
Opportunities to improve the economic well being of small farm 
families in Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes through the use of off-farm 
employment do exist. In the sample, many of the small farm operators, as 
well as other members of the farm families, were working off the farm. 
However, small farm operators strongly expressed a preference for farming 
in order to improve their economic conditions. Characteristics of the 
farm operator such as age, health, level of formal education, and the 
length of farming career, as well as desire for independence could be the 
major contributing factors for the farming preference.
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Small farm operators In Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes can 
obtain modest improvements in their family incomes by changing their enter­
prise mix. This would necessitate, as the linear programming analysis 
indicated, producing vegetables that were not traditionally produced by 
these small farm operators. However, restricting enterprises to tradi­
tionally grown agricultural products reduced the potential family income 
by approximately 5 percent.
Generally, small farm operators in both parishes interested in in­
tensive utilization of their land would not work off the farm, but their 
spouse would when farming less than 20 acres. On the other hand, for in­
tensive utilization of land, when 20 acres or more are farmed, neither the 
farm operator nor his spouse should work off the farm.
In terms of labor utilization, none of the alternatives provided 
for full utilization of the available labor supply. For the less than 20 
acre farm in both parishes, maximum utilization of labor occurred in those 
alternatives where squash and cabbage was deleted. On the other hand, for 
the 20 acre or more acre farms, in both parishes the alternatives that 
represented traditionally grown vegetables, used the most labor. Thus, 
these alternatives should be adopted when maximum utilization of labor is 
desired. However, loss of income occurs when compared to the maximum 
income potential alternatives.
RECOMMENDATIONS
The level of income of families on small farms in Lafayette and 
Tangipahoa Parishes can be improved with or without off-farm employment. 
Whether farm operations or off-farm employment or both are used to improve
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the income levels of small farm operators, the socio-economic, physical, 
and attitudinal characteristics of the small farmers should be considered. 
This is extremely important because various groups of small farmers react 
differently to different circumstances.
In this study, the majority of the small farm operators were over 
50 years old, had above average health, had completed less than 9 years of 
formal education, operated small acreages, and had been farming for more 
than 30 years. These farmers exemplified attitudinal characteristics which 
indicated that they were not readily susceptible to change. For these 
reasons, the following recommendations are made:
1. Small farm operators desiring to increase their income should 
farm more intensively, producing those farm products that yield the greatest 
returns to land, labor, capital, and management.
2. Small farm operators should be encouraged to become better farm 
managers, utilizing their resources, physical and technical, more effi­
ciently.
3. Small farm operators interested in maximization of family income 
should not be concerned with intensive utilization of land and/or labor.
They should be encouraged to adopt the alternative that provides the 
greatest returns to land and labor, not the one that necessarily provides 
for greatest intensive utilization of land and labor.
4. Cooperatives, even though they were not a part of the analysis 
of this study, provide an opportunity whereby small farm operators can 
improve their farm business and their standard of living. Through coopera­
tives, small farmers can benefit from (a) savings on input costs, (b) better 
and more stable output prices, and (c) the use of machinery and equipment 
that otherwise may not be available. Therefore, small f a m  operators should
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be encouraged to join farm cooperatives.
5. For those younger small farmers who are willing to be trained 
in order to improve their non-farm employable skills, training programs 
such as C.E.T.A. should be more accessible to them. However, it requires 
more than accessibility. As previously indicated, small farm operators 
tend to have attitudinal characteristics which indicate that they do not 
participate in programs provided by various agencies, even though they can 
benefit from participation. This would imply that training programs must 
be effectively promoted. Also, one to one relationships, such as the para- 
professional program used by the Extension Service, between the agencies 
and the small farmers may induce better participation.
6. Research resources should be directed toward identification and 
elimination of barriers that confront small farm operators in securing and 
retaining better off-farm employment. Whether these barriers exist because 
of economic or institutional conditions or the attitudes and social charac­
teristics of individuals, they are real deterrents to the individuals. 
Research efforts must be directed to both community conditions and the 
socio-psychological characteristics of individuals if these barriers are to 
be adequately defined and identified.
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APPENDIX A
JUSTIFICATION FOR RESTRICTIONS AND OTHER FACTORS
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Off-Farm Employment
In the linear programming model, off-farm employment was treated as 
a farm enterprise requiring and competing for labor resources. Returns to 
a unit of labor (one hour) was $2.65 per hour because only minimum wage 
level jobs are considered. This decision was based on three factors:
1. Practically all of the small farm operators and their spouses 
who had off-farm jobs indicated that they received minimum wage or less.
2. The type of jobs that small farm operators and their spouses 
indicated that they wanted if they had to take an off-farm job were mostly 
minimum wage level jobs. (See Tables 11, 17, 32 and 38 in Chapter III for 
a list of these jobs).
3. The types of jobs that small farm operators and their spouses 
indicated as job opportunities in the areas, based on their qualifications, 
were mostly minimum wage jobs. (See Tables 12, 18, 33 and 39 in Chapter 
III for a list of these jobs).
Labor Supply
The annual supply of labor was distributed in the linear programming 
model according to time periods (See Appendix A-Table 1); 19 two week 
periods, with 150 hours in each, and one 14 week period, with 1,050 hours. 
In each time period, number of days available for field tillage operations 
was specified. Thus, the total supply of labor in each time period was 
divided into two categories:
1. Field labor —  the portion of the operator's labor on days 
suitable for machinery operations, and
2. Family labor —  remaining portion of the operator's labor plus 
the spouse's labor.
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Appendix A-Table 1
Time Periods, with Dates, Used as Labor Constraints and Labor Availability 
for Small Farms Linear Programming Model, Lafayette and Tangipahoa Pari­
shes, 1976.
Periods-/ Dates Field Labor-/ Family Labor-/ Total Labor
1 Mar 1 Mar 14 19 131 150
2 Mar 15 - Mar 28 32 118 150
3 Mar 29 - Apr 1 40 110 150
4 Apr 12 - Apr 25 54 96 150
5 Apr 26 - May 9 67 83 150
6 May 10 - May 23 72 78 150
7 May 24 - Jun 6 72 78 150
8 Jun 7 - Jun 20 73 77 150
9 Jun 21 - Jul 4 92 58 150
10 Jul 5 - Jul 18 71 79 150
11 Jul 19 - Aug 1 66 84 150
12 Aug 2 - Aug 15 92 58 150
13 Aug 16 - Aug 29 85 65 150
14 Aug 30 - Sep 12 95 55 150
15 Sep 13 - Sep 26 94 56 150
16 Sep 27 - Oct 10 90 60 150
17 Oct 11 - Oct 24 84 66 150
18 Oct 25 - Nov 7 69 81 150
19 Nov 8 - Nov 21 32 118 150
20 Nov 22 «• Feb 28 104 946 1050
-^Two week periods except time period 20 which consists of 14 weeks.
-/Hours in which a tractor and its equipment can be used in the
field. This labor is supplied by the farm operator.
-Arhat portion of the farm operator’s labor that is not allocated
to field labor plus spouse's labor.
Land Supply
Land restrictions in the linear programming model were based on its 
suitability for crop production. There were no distinctions made for soil 
types. Land was included in the model as total land, vegetable land, 
wasteland, and other land. Vegetable production was allowed to occur on
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vegetable land only. Extensive crops (soybeans) and livestock (beef 
cattle) could be produced on other land and on vegetable land. No agri­
culture production occurred on wasteland.
Farm Enterprises
Farm enterprises included in the linear programming model were 
selected based on the following criteria:
1. The farm enterprises small farm operators were presently pro­
ducing. (See Tables 6 and 7 in Chapter III for a list of those enter­
prises) .
2. The farm enterprises small farm operators were willing to pro­
duce, but were not presently producing. (See Tables 13 and 34 in Chapter 
III for a list of those enterprises).
3. The farm enterprises that are suitable for production on small 
farms in the selected area, based on recommendations from the Cooperative 
Extension Service. Extensive farm enterprises selected were considered 
as possible enterprises on the larger farms only.
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Appendix B-Table 1
Production Practices for Selected Enterprises Used by White Small Farm Operators in Lafayette Parish, 1976.
Production Practices-/
Applying Applying Using
Enterprises Number of Fertilizer Fertilizer Using Using Custom Using Culti-
Operators Before After Insecti- Herbi- Hire Irrigation vations Hoeings
______________________________ Planting Planting_____cide_____cide Operations______________________________
---------------------- Percent------------------------------  Times-----
Sweet Potatoes 8 100.00 37.50 12.50 25.00 0.00 0.00 3.75 1.75
Okra 6 83.33 33.33 0.00 0.00 16.67 0.00 4.67 2.50
Irish Potatoes 2 100.00 0.00 50.00 50.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.50
Sweet Corn 4 100.00 25.00 25.00 25.00 0.00 0.00 3.25 0.25
Crowder Peas 1 100.00 0.00 100.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.00
Snapbeans 1 100.00 0.00 100.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.00
Squash 1 100.00 0.00 100.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish, Summer 1976.
-^Percents and average times for cultivations and hoeings were computed from farm operators producing 
each enterprise.
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Appendix B-Table 2
Production Practices for Selected Enterprises Used by Black Small Farm Operators in Lafayette Parish, 1976.
Production Practices-'
Enterprises Number
Operators
Applying
Fertilizer
Before
Planting
Applying
Fertilizer
After
Planting
Using
Insecti­
cide
Using
Herbi­
cide
Using
Custom
Hire
Operations
Using
Irrigation
Culti­
vations Hoeings
Sweet Potatoes 15 93.33 13.33
Percent---
0.00 6.67 20.00 0.00
-Times---
4.87 1.87
Okra 17 82.35 58.82 0.00 5.88 29.41 0.00 4.77 2.88
Hot Peppers 11 54.55 81.82 72.73 0.00 9.09 0.00 17.67 8.55
Irish Potatoes 2 50.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.50 1.00
Crowder Peas 1 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 3.00
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish, Summer 1976.
-^Percents and average times for cultivations and hoeings were computed from farm operators producing 
each enterprise.
00
m
Appendix B-Table 3
Marketing Outlets for Selected Enterprises Used by White Small Farm Operators in Lafayette Parish, 1976.
Enterprises
Number
of
Operators
Marketing Outlets Used
Farm
Market
Coops
Local
Vegetable
Markets
Contract
Arrangements
Roadside
Markets
Local
Processors
Others^/
• 11UU1UC1 Ul I’dllUCJLd
Sweet Potatoes 8 0 4 2 0 3 0
Okra 6 0 3 0 0 4 0
Irish Potatoes 2 1 2 0 0 0 0
Sweet Corn 4 1 4 0 0 0 0
Crowder Peas 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
Snapbeans 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
Squash 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish, Summer 1976.
-^Includes such marketing outlets as selling at the farm gate, peddling, pick your own operations, and 
so forth.
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Appendix B-Table 4
Marketing Outlets for Selected Enterprises Used by Black Small Farm Operators in Lafayette Parish, 1976.
Enterprises
Number
of
Operators
Marketing Outlets Used
Farm
Market
Coops
Local
Vegetable
Markets
Contract
Arrangements
Roadside
Markets
Local
Processors
Others-/
------------------- — ---------------------------- ------------------------Number of Farmers—
Sweet Potatoes 15 1 8 0 0 5 13
Okra 17 0 5 0 0 15 5
Hot Peppers 11 0 4 0 0 10 0
Irish Potatoes 2 0 2 0 0 0 0
Crowder Peas 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
SOURCE: Survey of 65 small farm operators in Lafayette Parish, Summer 1976.
-/includes such marketing outlets as selling at the farm gate, peddling, pick your own operations, and 
so forth.
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Appendix B-Table 5
Production practices for Selected Enterprises Used by White Small Farm Operators in Tangipahoa Parish, 1976.
Enterprises Number of 
Operators
Production Practices^-/
Applying
Fertilizer
Before
Planting
Applying
Fertilizer
After
Planting
Using
Insecti­
cide
Using
Herbi­
cide
Using
Custom
Hire
Operations
Using
Irrigation
Culti­
vations Hoeings
----------- -----------Percent------------------------ -Times---
Bell Peppers 33 96.97 36.36 93.94 12.12 54.55 100.00 1.48 0.82
Strawberries 19 100.00 31.58 100.00 31.58 52.63 100.00 0.58 1.05
Cucumbers 6 100.00 66.67 83.33 0.00 33.33 100.00 2.17 1.17
Tomatoes 2 100.00 50.00 50.00 0.00 50.00 50.00 1.00 0.50
Squash 1 100.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 100.00 100.00 3.00 2.00
Mustard Greens 1 100.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00
Crowder Peas 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Watermelons 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hot Peppers 1 100.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 2.00
SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish, Summer 1976.
-/Percents and average times for cultivations and hoeings were computed from farm operators producing 
each enterprise.
H-*
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Appendix B-Table 6
Production Practices for Selected Enterprises Used by Black Small Farm Operators in Tangipahoa Parish, 1976.
Production Practices!/
Enterprises Number of 
Operators
Applying
Fertilizer
Before
Planting
Applying
Fertilizer
After
Planting
Using
Insecti­
cide
Using
Herbi­
cide
Using
Custom
Hire
Operations
Using
Irrigation
Culti­
vations Hoeings
Bell Peppers 5 100.00
-----------Percent---
40.00 100.00 0.00 40.00 100.00
-Times---
2.00 1.20
Strawberries 3 100.00 33.33 ' 100.00 0.00 66.67 100.00 0.67 0.00
Cucumbers 7 100.00 100.00 42.86 0.00 14.29 42.86 3.14 1.00
Tomatoes 1 100.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 3.00
Butterbeans 3 100.00 66.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.33
Squash 1 100.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 0.00
Mustard Greens 1 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 2.00
Crowder Peas 2 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 1.00
Watermelons 2 100.00 50.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.50 2.50
Cabbage 1 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 2.00
Turnip Greens 1 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 2.00
Snapbeans 1 100.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 0.00
Carrots 1 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 2.00
Okra 1 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 3.00
Radish 1 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 2.00
Collard Greens 1 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 2.00
Sweet Potatoes 1 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 2.00
Irish Potatoes 1 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 2.00
• SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish, Summer 1976.
-^Percents and average times for cultivations and hoeings were computed from farm operators producing 
each enterprise. 189
Appendix B-Table 7
Marketing Outlets for Selected Enterprises Used by White Small Farm Operators in Tangipahoa Parish, 1976.
Enterprises
Number
of
Operators
Marketing Outlets Used
Farm
Market
Coops
Local
Vegetable
Markets
Contract
Arrangements
Roadside
Markets
Local
Processors
Others-
--—------------ —------- — —--------- -Number of Farmers—
Bell Peppers 33 12 15 1 1 2 6
Strawberries 19 8 6 0 1 1 6
Cucumbers 6 3 2 0 0 1 1
Tomatoes 2 0 2 0 0 0 1
Squash 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
Mustard Greens 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
Hot Peppers 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish, Summer 1976.
-^Includes such marketing outlets as selling at the farm gate, peddling, pick your own operations, and 
so forth.
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Appendix B-Table 8
Marketing Outlets for Selected Enterprised Used by Black Small Farm Operators in Tangipahoa Parish, 1976.
Enterprises
Number
of
Operators
Marketing Outlets Used
Farm
Market
Coops
Local
Vegetable
Markets
Contract
Arrangements
Roadside
Markets
Local
Processors
Others-/
---------------------------- --------------------------— — ------------------ -Number of Farmers—
Bell Peppers 5 1 3 0 0 0 1
Strawberries 3 0 2 0 0 0 1
Cucumbers 7 0 3 1 0 2
Tomatoes 1 0 1 0 0 0 1
Butterbeans 3 0 2 0 0 0 1
Squash 1 0 1 0 0 0 1
Mustard Greens 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Crowder Peas 2 0 0 0 0 0
Watermelons 2 0 1 0 0 0
Cabbage 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Turnip Greens 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Snapbeans 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Carrots 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Okra 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Radish 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Collard Greens 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Sweet Potatoes 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Irish Potatoes 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
SOURCE: Survey of 63 small farm operators in Tangipahoa Parish, Summer 1976.
-/includes such marketing outlets as selling at the farm gate, peddling, pick your own operations, and 
so forth.
APPENDIX C
TABLES 
REGRESSION MODELS 
AND
CORRELATION RATIOS
192
Appendix C-Table 1
Regression Model for White Small Farm Operators in Lafayette Parish, 1976.
Variable Description of Variables Mean
Standard
Deviation
Regression
Coefficient
Computed
t
Value
Dependent
Y Net Farm Income $4,178.76 2,739.91 -780.66 0.46
Independent
XI Percent of days worked off the farm by
the farm operator 7.19 12.98 34.20 0.91
X2 Acres of land operated 35.14 19.09 115.46 2.10
X3 Land operated expressed as percent of
land owned 188.04 161.48 10.02 3.24
X4 Percent of land operated that is cropland 39.00 33.31 1.24 0.08
X5 Value of livestock $4,049.62 3,669.38 -0.50 1.80
X6 Dollars of hired labor $ 534.48 586.80 1.04 1.19
X7 Dollars of borred capital $ 127.59 493.45 0.49 0.46
X8 Percent of net worth invested in farm
business 59.57 19.01 2.25 0.08
Number of observations 29; R2 of 0.57; t-values for level of significance; 5 percent , 2.05; 10 percent, 1.70;
20 percent, 1.31.
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Appendix C-Table 2
Regression Model for White Small Farm Operators in Tangipahoa Parish, 1976.
Variable Description of Variables Mean
Standard
Deviation
Regression
Coefficient
Computed
t
Value
Dependent
Y Net Farm Income $5,688.04 3,261.63 2,950.74 1.29
Independent
XI Percent of days worked off the farm by
the farm operator 5.24 11.47 -64.85 1.64
X2 Acres of land operated 42.38 60.30 -26.97 1.85
X3 Land operated expressed as percent of
land owned 85.40 32.35 11.95 0.85
X4 Percent of land operated that is cropland 57.67 30.92 14.93 0.92
X5 Value of livestock $5,801.96 8,259.27 0.13 1.62
X6 Dollars of hired labor $1,356.76 2,071.16 -0.12 0.36
X7 Dollars of borrowed capital $ 564.71 1,720.68 -0.01 0.02
X8 Percent of net worth invested in farm
business 53.15 18.60 32.30 1.24
Number of observations 51; R2 of 0.33; t-values for level of significance: 5 percnet, 2.02; 10 percent, 1.68;
20 percent, 1.30.
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Appendix C-Table 3
Regression Model for Black Small Farm Operators in Lafayette Parish, 1976.
Variable Description of Variables Mean
Standard
Deviation
Regression
Coefficient
Computed
t
Value
Dependent
Y Net Farm Income $4,273.64 2,279.02 1,314.00 0.69
Independent
XI Percent of days worked off the farm by 
the farm operator 11.60 13.54 -66.75 2.14
X2 Acres of land operated 23.36 23.35 45.36 1.04
X3 Land operated expressed as percent of 
land owned 72.53 49.81 26.28 2.47
X4 Percent of land operated that is cropland 66.13 21.93 39.98 1.72
X5 Value of livestock $1,819.47 2,124.49 0.07 0.16
X6 Dollars of hired labor $ 166.75 343.01 0.01 0.01
X7 Dollars of borrowed capital $ 166.67 301.19 0.79 0.47
X8 Percent of net worth invested in farm 
business 58.40 23.99 -36.72 1.63
Number of observations 36; R2 of 0.37; t-values for level of significance: 5 percent, 2.04; 10 percent, 1.70;
20 percent, 1.31.
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Appendix C-Table 4
Regression Model for Black Small Farm Operators in Tangipahoa Parish, 1976.
Variable Description of Variables Mean
Standard
Deviation
Regression
Coefficient
Computed
t
Value
Dependent
Y Net Farm Income $4,725.00 2,572.72 -595.57 0.10
Independent
XI Percent of days worked off the farm by 
the farm operator 8.28 13.28 -134.74 1.61
X2 Acres of land operated 21.42 14.13 0.11 0.00
X3 Land operated expressed as a percent of 
land owned 108.33 99.62 10.93 1.45
X4 Percent of land operated that is cropland 56.78 32.53 -42.15 1.34
X5 Value of livestock $1,524.00 2,195.99 -0.20 0.39
X6 Dollars of hired labor $ 813.08 667.66 2.20 1.85
X7 Dollars of borrowed capital $ 83.33 194.62 -4.66 1.02
X8 Percent of net worth invested in farm 
business 64.23 11.62 102.06 1.43
Number of observations 12; R2 of 0.93; t-values for level of significance: 5 percent, 2.20; 10 percent, 1.80;
20 percent, 1.36.
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Appendix C-Table 5
Regression Model for White Small Farm Operators in Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes, 1976.
Variable Description of Variables Mean
Standard
Deviation
Regression
Coefficient
Computed
t
Value
Dependent
Y Net Farm Income $5,140.93 3,150.39 2,006.68 1.42
Independent
XI Percent of days worked off the farm by 
the farm operator 5.96 12.00 -54.91 2.02
X2 Acres of land operated 39.76 49.42 -33.11 2.61
X3 Land operated expressed as a percent of 
land owned 122.61 111.22 4.87 1.53
X4 Percent of land operated that is cropland 50.90 32.86 22.04 1.91
X5 Value of livestock $5,166.74 6,976.04 0.17 2.47
X6 Dollars of hired labor $1,058.69 1,730.69 0.10 0.33
X7 Dollars of borrowed capital $ 406.25 1,415.94 0.12 0.47
X8 Percent of net worth Invested in farm 
business 55.48 18.89 36.29 1.86
o
Number of observations 80; R of 0.27; t-values for level of significance: 5 percent, 2.00; 10 percent, 1.67;
20 percent, 1.30.
Appendix C-Table 6
Regression Model for Black Small Farm Operators in Lafayette and Tangipahoa Parishes, 1976.
Variable Description of Variables Mean
Standard
Deviation
Regression
Coefficient
Computed
t
Value
Dependent
Y Net Farm Income $4,386.48 2,335.79 2,926.57 1.92
Independent
XI Percent of days worked off the farm by 
the farm operator 10.77 13.41 -53.90 2.28
X2 Acres of land operated 22.88 21.29 -5.47 0.22
X3 Land operated expressed as a percent of 
land owned 81.48 66.45 16.11 2.94
X4 Percent of land operated that is cropland 63.80 24.95 12.08 0.77
X5 Value of livestock $1,745.60 2,122.84 0.44 1.74
X6 Dollars of hired labor $ 328.33 521.48 0.49 0.82
X7 Dollars of borrowed capital $ 145.83 278.83 1.86 1.41
X8 Percent of net worth invested in farm • 
business 59.86 21.64 -18.62 1.15
Number of observations 48; R2 of 0.38; t-values for level of significance: 5 percent, 2.02; 10 percent, 1.68;
20 percent, 1.30.
Appendix C-Table 7
Simple Correlation Ratios of Small Farm Operator's Characteristics and Attitudes, for Small Farm Operators,
Lafayette Parish, 1976.-/
Y XI X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 X7 X8 X9 X10 Xll X12
Y 1.000 .147 -.002 -.079 .206* .310* .080 .177 .277* -.083 -.095 .173 .126
XI 1.000 .562* -.285* -.262* .174 .070 .066 .071 -.114 -.022 -.070 -.148
X2 1.000 -.170 -.395* .111 .191 .066 -.271* .071 .105 -.102 -.503*
X3 1.000 -.079 -.225* .086 .186 .111 .291* .129 .081 -.188
X4 1.000 .167 -.235* .179 .304* -.058 -.143 -.072 .313*
X5 1.000 -.012 .055 -.030 -.268* -.203* .175 .000
X6 1.000 .058 -.131 .384* .268* .361* .078
X7 1.000 .191 .174 .185 -.151 -.101
X8 1.000 -.135 -.033 -.081 .214*
X9 1.000 .505* .133 -.204*
X10 • 1.000 .180 -.145
Xll 1.000 .065
X12 1.000
-/The * Indicates significance at the 10 percent level of significance or better.
Y - Net farm income.
XI - Number of years farm operator had been farming.
X2 - Age of farm operator.
X3 - Years of formal education completed by farm operator.
X4 - Health status of farm operator.
X5 - Farm operator indication that his present acreage is suitable for full-time farming.
X6 - Use of technical service, measured in terms of the use of the Extension Service.
X7 - Farm operator's view of the future of farming.
X8 - Farm operator's view of his future in farming.
X9 - Small farm operator's view that farm organizations in the area are concerned with problems of small
farmers.
X10- Small farm operator's opinion that small farmers in area were active in farm organizations.
Xll- Small farmers that belonged to farm organizations.
X12- Small farmers that were willing to use credit.
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Appendix C-Table 8
Simple Correlation Ratios of Small Farm Operator's Characteristics and Attitudes, for Small Farm Operators,
Tangipahoa Parish, 1976.-'
Y XI X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 X7 X8 X9 X10 Xll X12
Y 1.000 .081 -.092 -.012 .189 .179 .190 .185 .268* -.060 .097 -.070 .103
XI 1.000 .543* -.451* -.257* -.017 -.146 -.226* -.192 -.109 -.069 .025 -.462*
X2 1.000 -.541* -.255* .084 -.497* -.304* -.485* -.119 -.307* -.093 -.327*
X3 1.000 .522* .286* .359* .290* .144 .220* .301* .241* -.003
X4 1.000 .195 .157 .239* .139 .202 .376* .217* -.067
X5 1.000 .189 .138 .173 .124 .102 -.054 -.112
X6 1.000 .104 .191 .196 .231* .082 .000
X7 1.000 .537* .217* .349* .000 .143
X8 1.000 .130 .396* -.126 .137
X9 1.000 .552* .272* -.020
X10 1.000 .154 -.051
Xll 1.000 -.085
X12 1.000
-^The * indicates significance at the 10 percent level of significance or better.
Y - Net farm income.
XI - Number of years farm operator had been farming.
X2 - Age of farm operator.
X3 - Years of formal education completed by farm operator.
X4 - Health status of farm operator.
X5 - Farm operator indication that his present acreage is suitable for full-time farming.
X6 - Use of technical service, measured in terms of the use of the Extension Service.
X7 - Farm operator's view of the future of farming.
X8 - Farm operator's view of his future in farming.
X9 - Small farm operator's view that farm organizations in the area are concerned with problems of small
farmers.
X10- Small farm operator's opinion that small farmers in area were active in farm organizations.
Xll- Small farmers that belonged to farm organizations.
X12- Small farmers that were willing to use credit.
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Appendix C-Table 9
Simple Correlation Ratios of Small Farm Operator's Characteristics and Attitudes, for White Small Farm
Operators, Lafayette Parish, 1976.-•
Y XI X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 X7 X8 X9 X10 Xll X12
Y 1.000 .190 .033 -.185 .256 .344* .083 .219 .301 .094 -.060 .390* .033
XI 1.000 .702* -.284 -.414* .160 .108 -.144 -.079 -.193 -.034 .108 -.427
X2 1.000 -.132 -.481* .030 .285 -.046 -.308* .194 .256 -.059 -.608*
X3 1.000 .089 -.247 -.104 .180 .141 .121 -.018 -.052 .001
X4 1.000 .125 -.239 .169 .246 -.079 -.173 .256 .386*
X5 1.000 -.044 -.034 -.042 -.375* -.256 .210 .125
X6 1.000 .109 .078 .377* .386* .256 -.174
X7 1.000 .222 .215 .096 .109 .028
X8 1.000 -.075 -.118 .084 .248
X9 1.000 .567 .149 -.289
X10 1.000 .386* -.261
Xll 1.000 .106
X12 1.000
-IThe. * indicates significance at the 10 percent level of significance or better.
Y - Net farm income.
XI - Number of years farm operator had been farming.
X2 - Age of farm operator.
X3 - Years of formal education completed by farm operator.
X4 - Health status of farm operator.
X5 - Farm operator indication that his present acreage is suitable for full-time farming.
X6 - Use of technical service, measured in terms of the use of the Extension Service.
X7 - Farm operator's view of the future of farming.
X8 - Farm operator's view of his future in farming.
X9 - Small farm operator's view that farm organizations in the area are concerned with problems of small
farmers.
X10- Small farm operator's opinion that small farmers in area were active in farm organizations.
Xll- Small farmers that belonged to farm organizations.
X12- Small farmers that were willing to use credit.
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Appendix C-Table 10
Simple Correlation Ratios of Small Farm Operator's Characteristics and Attitudes, for White Small Farm
Operators, Tangipahoa Parish, 1976.-'
Y XI X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 X7 X8 X9 X10 Xll X12
Y 1.000 .058 -.110 -.102 .152 .112 .176 .209 .256* -.030 .073 -.113 .263*
XI 1.000 .619* -.587* -.415* -.159 -.162 -.337* -.372* -.083 -.150 .035 -.529*
X2 1.000 -.544* -.241* .052 -.488* -.340* -.530* -.056 -.282* -.046 -.419*
X3 1.000 .556* .264* .310* .230* .104 .193 .261* .175 .178
X4 1.000 .187 .122 .211 .099 .236* .392 .191 .044
X5 1.000 .203 .009 .070 .191 .034 -.093 .013
X6 1.000 .101 .221 .188 .237* .015 .105
X7 1.000 .520* .235* .343* -.016 .303
X8 1.000 .161 .345* -.141 .236*
X9 1.000 .530* .276* -.037
X10 1.000 .149 .004
Xll 1.000 -.002
X12 1.000
The * indicates significance at the 10 percent level of significance or better.
Y - Net farm income.
XI - Number of years farm operator had been farming.
X2 - Age of farm operator.
X3 - Years of formal education completed by farm operator.
X4 - Health status of farm operator.
X5 - Farm operator indication that his present acreage is suitable for full-time farming.
X6 - Use of technical service, measured in terms of the use of the Extension Service.
X7 - Farm operator's view of the future of farming.
X8 - Farm operator's view of his future in farming.
X9 - Small farm operator's view that farm organizations in the area are concerned with problems of small
farmers.
X10- Small farm operator's opinion that small farmers in area were active in farm organizations.
Xll- Small farmers that belonged to farm organizations.
X12- Small farmers that were willing to use credit.
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Appendix C-Table 11
Simple Correlation Ratios of Small Farm Operator's Characteristics and Attitudes, for Black Small Farm
Operators, Lafayette Parish, 1976.-'
Y XI X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 X7 X8 X9 X10 Xll X12
Y 1.000 .075 -.044 .102 .149 .283* .092 .158 .249 -.293 -.142 -.055 .206
XI 1.000 .344 -.203 -.100 .187 . .041 .395* -.067 .119 .073 -.366* .027
X2 1.000 -.508* -.273 .226 -.013 .149 -.228 -.131 .158 -.158 -.460*
X3 1.000 .009 -.159 .293* .063 .142 .285* .162 .297* .031
X4 1.000 .177 .159 .277* .386* .108 -.011 -.420* .160
X5 1.000 .083 .153 -.019 -.113 -.106 .148 -.157
X6 1.000 -.053 -.234 .344 -.051 .561* .151
X7 1.000 .178 .078 .237 -.359* -.090
X8 1.000 -.214 .084 -.251 .217
X9 1.000 .360* .106 .016
X10 1.000 -.091 .067
Xll 1.000 .067
X12 1.000
-^The * indicates significance at the 10 percent level of significance or better.
Y - Net farm income.
XI - Number of years farm operator had been farming.
X2 - Age of farm operator.
X3 - Years of formal education completed by farm operator.
X4 - Health status of farm operator.
X5 - Farm operator indication that his present acreage is suitable for full-time farming.
X6 - Use of technical service, measured in terms of the use of the Extension Service.
X7 - Farm operator's view of the future of farming.
X8 - Farm operator's view of his future in farming.
X9 - Small farm operator's view that farm organizations in the area are concerned with problems of small
farmers.
X10- Small farm operator's opinion that small farmers in area were active in farm organizations.
Xll- Small farmers that belonged to farm organizations.
X12- Small farmers that were willing to use credit.
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Appendix C-Table 12
Simple Correlation Ratios of Small Farm Operator’s'Characteristics and Attitudes, for Black Small Farm
Operators, Tangipahoa Parish, 1976.-/
Y XI X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 X7 X8 X9 X10 Xll X12
Y 1.000 .227 .315 .338 .299 .445 .000 -.007 .363 -.352 .169 .000 -.359
XI 1.000 .107 .268 .573* .480 .000 .337 .618* -.223 .312 .000 -.373
X2 1.000 -.155 -.097 .434 .000 .032 -.297 -.429 -.429 .000 -.533*
X3 1.000 -.003 .387 .000 .230 .553* .186 .505* .000 -.184
X4 1.000 .180 .000 .366 .394 -.114 .227 .000 -.231
X5 1.000 . .000 .640* .548* -.158 .316 .000 -.378
X6 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
X7 1.000 .638* .092 .368 .000 -.374
X8 1.000 .000 .650* .000 -.207
X9 1.000 .625* .000 .239
X10 1.000 .000 -.120
Xll 1.000 .000
X12 1.000
-/The * indicates significance at the 10 percent level of significance or better.
Y - Net farm income.
XI - Number of years farm operator had been farming.
X2 - Age of farm operator.
X3 - Years of formal education completed by farm operator.
X4 - Health status of farm operator.
X5 - Farm operator indication that his present acreage is suitable for full-time farming.
X6 - Use of technical service, measured in terms of the use of the Extension Service.
X7 - Farm operator's view of the future of farming.
X8 - Farm operator's view of his future in farming.
X9 - Small farm operator's view that farm organizations in the area are concerned with problems of small
farmers.
X10- Small farm operator's opinion that small farmers in area were active in farm organizations.
Xll- Small farmers that belonged to farm organizations.
X12- Small farmers that were willing to use credit.
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Appendix D-Table 1
Estimated Costs and Returns Per Acre for Fresh Okra,-/ Using One-Row
Equipment, for the Small Farm Model, 1976.
Item Unit Quantity
Price or 
Cost Per 
Unit
Value
or
Cost
(Dollars) (Dollars)
Gross Receipts from Production
Okra Cwt. 85.00 34.29 2,914.65
Total 2,914.65
Variable Costs
Pre-Harvest
Okra Seed Lbs. 7.00 1.60 11.20
Pre-Emerge Pt. 1.50 3.06 4.59
12-24-12 Lbs. 300.00 0.07 21.30
Ammonium Nitrate Lbs. 100.00 0.07 7.00
Insecticide Lbs. 12.50 1.85 23.13
Lime Tons 0.33 16.50 5.44
Machinery Acre 1.00 2.90 2.90
Tractors Acre 1.00 17.81 17.81
Irrigation Machinery Acre 1.00 2.96 2.96
Sub-Total, Pre-Harvest 96.33
Harvest Costs
Sacks Each 94.00 0.31 29.14
Bushel Baskets Each 283.00 1.00 283.00
Machinery Acre 1.00 25.88 25.88
Sub-Total, Harvest 338.02
Total Variable Costs 434.35
Fixed Costs
Machinery Acre 1.00 19.29 19.29
Tractors Acre 1.00 15.16 15.16
Irrigation Machinery Acre 1.00 54.64 54.64
Total Fixed Costs 89.09
Total Specified Costs 523.44
Returns-/ 2,391.21
-/okra produced for and sold in fresh markets.
-/Returns to land, labor, capital, and management.
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Appendix D-Table 2
Estimated Costs and Returns Per Acre for Processed Okra,-/ Using One-Row
Equipment, for Small Farm Model, 1976.
Item Unit Quantity
Price or 
Cost Per 
Unit
Value
or
Cost
(Dollars) (Dollars)
Gross Receipts from Production
Okra Cwt. 85.00 8.50 722.50
Total 722.50
Variable Costs
Pre-Harvest
Okra Seed Lbs. 7.00 1.60 11.20
Pre-Emerge Pt. 1.50 3.06 4.56
12-24-12 Lbs. 300.00 0.07 21.30
Ammonium Nitrate Lbs. 100.00 0.07 7.00
Insecticide Lbs. 12.50 1.85 23.13
Lime Tons 0.33 16.50 5.44
Machinery Acre 1.00 2.90 2.90
Tractors Acre 1.00 17.81 17.81
Irrigation Machinery Acre 1.00 2.96 2.96
Sub-Total, Pre-Harvest 96.33
Harvest Costs
Sacks Each 94.00 0.31 29.14
Machinery Acre 1.00 25.88 25.88
Sub-Total, Harvest 55.02
Total Variable Costs 151.35
Fixed Costs
Machinery Acre 1.00 19.29 19.29
Tractors Acre 1.00 15.16 15.16
Irrigation Machinery Acre 1.00 54.64 54.64
Total Fixed Costs 89.09
Total Specified Costs 240.44
Returns-/ 482.06
-/okra produced for and sold in processed markets.
^-/Returns to land, labor, capital, and management.
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Appendix D-Table 3
Estimated Costs and Returns Per Acre for Spring Cabbage, Using One-Row
Equipment, for Small Farm Model, 1976.
Item Unit Quantity
Price or 
Cost Per 
Unit
Value
or
Cost
(Dollars) (Dollars)
Gross Receipts from Production
Cabbage
Total
Cwt. 100.00 4.79 479.00
479.00
Variable Costs 
Pre-Harvest
Cabbage Seed Lbs. 0.50 40.00 20.00
Lime Tons 0.33 16.50 5.44
8-24-24 Fert Lbs. 500.00 0.08 40.50
Ammonium Nitrate Lbs. 100.00 0.07 7.00
PCNB * Captn Lbs. 0.11 1.57 0.17
Thiodan Pt. 4.00 1.41 5.64
Treflan Pt. 1.50 3.06 4.59
Custom Transplan Acre 1.00 7.70 7.70
Bravo Pt. 3.00 3.50 10.50
Cold Frame Sq. Ft. 216.00 0.07 16.20
Lannate Pt. 1.00 2.21 2.21
Machinery Acre 1.00 2.53 2.53
Tractors Acre 1.00 15.34 15.34
Irrigation Machinery 
Sub-Total, Pre-Harvest
Acre 1.00 2.22 2.22
140.04
Harvest Costs
Sacks Each 200.00 0.31 62.00
Machinery Acre 1.00 30.62 30.62
Tractors
Sub-Total, Harvest 
Total Variable Costs
Acre 1.00 0.82 0.82
93.44
233.48
Fixed Costs
Machinery Acre 1.00 21.02 21.02
Tractors Acre 1.00 13.75 13.75
Irrigation Machinery 
Total Fixed Costs
Total Specified Costs
Returns-/
Acre 1.00 40.98 40.98
75.75
309.23
169.77
-/Returns to land, labor, capital, and management.
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Appendix D-Table 4
Estimated Costs and Returns Per Acre for Fall Cabbage, Using One-Row
Equipment, for Small Farm Model, 1976.
Item Unit Quantity
Price or 
Cost Per 
Unit
Value
or
Cost
(Dollars) (Dollars]
Gross Receipts from Production
Cabbage
Total
Cwt. 100.00 4.79 479.00
479.00
Variable Costs 
Pre-Harvest
Cabbage Seed Lbs. 1.00 40.00 40.00
Lime Tons 0.33 16.50 5.44
8-24-24 Fert Lbs. 500.00 0.08 40.50
Ammonium Nitrate Lbs. 100.00 0.07 7.00
Thiodan Pt. 4.00 1.41 5.64
Treflan Pt. 1.50 3.06 4.59
Bravo Pt. 3.00 3.50 10.50
Lannate Pt. 1.00 2.21 2.21
Machinery Acre 1.00 2.76 2.76
. Tractors Acre 1.00 17.10 17.10
Irrigation Machinery 
Sub-Total, Pre-Harvest
Acre 1.00 2.22 2.22
137.96
Harvest Costs
Sacks Each 200.00 0.31 62.00
Machinery Acre 1.00 30.62 30.62
Tractors
Sub-Total, Harvest 
Total Variable Costs
Acre 1.00 0.82 0.82
93.44
231.40
Fixed Costs
Machinery Acre 1.00 21.52 21.52
Tractors Acre 1.00 15.25 15.25
Irrigation Machinery 
Total Fixed Costs
Total Specified Costs
Acre 1.00 40.98 40.98
77.75
309.15
Returns-^
-/Returns to land, labor, capital, and management.
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Appendix D-Table 5
Estimated Costs and Returns Per Acre for Fresh Squash,-/ Using One-Row
Equipment, for Small Farm Model, 1976.
Item Unit Quantity
Price or 
Cost Per 
Unit
Value
or
Cost
(Dollars) (Dollars)
Gross Receipts from Production
Squash Cwt. 159.00 14.95 2377.05
Total 2377.05
Variable Costs
Pre-Harvest
Seed Lbs. 4.00 4.75 19.00
12-24-12 Lbs. 300.00 0.07 21.00
Ammonium Nitrate Lbs. 100.00 0.07 7.00
Benlate Lbs. 6.00 7.75 46.50
Thiodan Pt. 8.00 1.41 11.28
Alanap Gal. 2.50 7.25 18.13
Lime Tons 0.33 16.50 5.44
Machinery Acre 1.00 2.93 2.93
Tractors Acre 1.00 17.46 17.46
Irrigation Machinery Acre 1.00 10.80 10.80
Sub-Total, Pre-Harvest 159.54
Harvest Costs
Plastic Buckets. Each 8.00 1.69 13.52
Bushel Baskets Each 353.00 1.00 353.00
Machinery Acre 1.00 48.41 48.41
Sub-Total, Harvest 414.93
Total Variable Costs 574.47
Fixed Costs
Machinery Acre 1.00 29.91 29.91
Tractors Acre 1.00 14.86 14.86
Irrigation Machinery Acre 1.00 72.88 72.88
Total Fixed Costs 117.65
Total Specified Costs 692.12
Returns-/ 1684.93
-/squash produced for and sold in fresh markets.
-/Returns to land, labor, capital, and management.
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Appendix D-Table 6
Estimated Costs and Returns Per Acre for Sweet Potatoes, Using One-Row
Equipment, for Small Farm Model, 1976.
Item Unit Quantity
Price or 
Cost Per 
Unit
Value
or
Cost
(Dollars) (Dollars)
Gross Receipts from Production
Sweet Potatoes Cwt. 96.00 4.67 448.32
Total 448.32
Variable Costs
Pre-Harvest
Seed Potatoes Bu. 8.00 4.00 32.00
Mertec (Dip) Pt. 0.50 7.50 3.75
Mocap (Fung.) Lbs. 0.15 0.50 0.07
12-24-12 Lbs. 300.00 0.08 24.30
Plastic Ft. 60.00 0.02 1.20
Enide (Herb) Lbs. 10.00 3.25 32.50
Thiodan Insect. Qt. 4.00 2.81 11.24
Imidan Dust Lbs. 1.00 0.30 0.30
Bed Fertilizer Lbs. 25.00 0.07 1.75
Custom Transplan Acre 1.00 7.70 7.70
Custom Dig Acre 1.00 7.31 7.31
Machinery Acre 1.00 2.48 2.48
Tractors Acre 1.00 14.29 14.29
Sub-Total, Pre-Harvest 138.90
Harvest Costs
Crates Each 141.00 1.00 141.00
Machinery Acre 1.00 29.23 29.23
Sub-Total, Harvest 170.23
Total Variable Costs 309.13
Fixed Costs
Machinery Acre 1.00 19.72 19.72
Tractors Acre 1.00 12.17 12.17
Total Fixed Costs 31.89
Total Specified Costs 341.02
Returns-/ 107.30
-Ateturns to land, labor, capital, and management.
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Appendix D-Table 7
Estimated Costs and Returns Per Acre for Fresh Irish Potatoes,-/ Using One
Row Equipment, for Small Farm Model, 1976.
Item Unit Quantity
Price or 
Cost Per 
Unit
Value
or
Cost
(Dollars) (Dollars)
Gross Receipts from Production
Irish Potatoes Cwt. 79.00 4.96 391.84
Total 391.84
Variable Costs
Pre-Harvest
Seed Potatoes Cwt. 10.00 9.50 95.00
12-24-12 Lbs. 575.00 0.07 40.25
Ammonium Nitrate Lbs. 100.00 0.07 7.10
Bravo (Fung.) Pt. 4.50 3.50 15.75
Eptam (Herb.) Pt. 4.75 2.65 12.59
Thiodan Insec. Qt. 3.00 2.81 8.43
Custom Plant Acre 11.31 1.00 11.31
Custom Cut Seed Acre 12.40 1.00 12.40
Custom Digger Acre 7.31 1.00 7.31
Machinery Acre 1.00 2.31 2.31
Tractors Acre 1.00 14.13 14.13
Sub-Total, Pre-Harvest 226.57
Harvest Costs
Crates Each 45.00 1.00 45.00
Sacks Each 132.00 0.31 40.92
Machinery Acre 1.00 24.21 24.21
Tractors Acre 1.00 0.94 0.94
Sub-Total, Harvest 111.07
Total Variable Costs 337.64
Fixed Costs
Machinery Acre 1.00 17.56 17.56
Tractors Acre 1.00 12.82 12.82
Total Fixed Costs 30.38
Total Specified Costs 368.02
Returns-/ 23.82
-/irish potatoes produced fro and sold in fresh markets.
o /
-'Returns to land, labor, capital, and management.
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Appendix D-Table 8
Estimated Costs and Returns Per Acre for Processed Irish Potatoes,-/
Using One-Row Equipment, for Small Farm Model, 1976.
Item Unit Quantity
Price or 
Cost Per
Value
or
Cost
(Dollars) (Dollars)
Gross Receipts from Production
Irish Potatoes Cwt. 79.00 3.00 237.00
Total 237.00
Variable Costs
Pre-Harvest
Seed Potatoes Cwt. 10.00 9.50 95.00
12-24-12 Lbs. 575.00 0.07 40.25
Ammonium Nitrate Lbs. 100.00 0.07 7.10
Bravo (Fung.) Pt. 4.50 3.50 15.75
Eptam (Herb.) Pt. 4.75 2.65 12.59
Thiodan Insec. Qt. 3.00 2.81 8.43
Custom Plant Acre 11.31 1.00 11.31
Custom Cut Seed Acre 12.40 1.00 12.40
Custom Digger Acre 7.31 1.00 7.31
Machinery Acre 1.00 2.31 2.31
Tractors Acre 1.00 14.13 14.13
Sub-Total, Pre-Harvest 226.57
Harvest Costs
Crates Each 45.00 1.00 45.00
Machinery Acre 1.00 24.21 24.21
Tractors Acre 1.00 0.94 0.94
Sub-Total, Harvest 71.15
Total Variable Costs 296.72
Fixed Costs
Machinery Acre 1.00 17.56 17.56
Tractors Acre 1.00 12.82 12.82
Total Fixed Costs 30.38
Total Specified Costs 327.10
Returns-/ -90.10
-/irish potatoes produced for and sold in processed markets.
2 I-'Returns to land, labor, capital, and management.
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Appendix D-Table 9
Estimated Costs and Returns Per Acre for Fresh Cucumbers,-/ Using One-Row
Equipment, for Small Farm Model, 1976.
Item Unit Quantity
Price or 
Cost Per 
Unit
Value
or
Cost
(Dollars) (Dollars)
Gross Receipts from Production
Cucumbers Cwt. 71.00 12.08 857.68
Total 857.68
Variable Costs
Pre-Harvest
13-13-13 Lbs. 500.00 0.07 35.50
Seed Lbs 1.00 8.50 8.50
Ammonium Nitrate Lbs 100.00 0.07 7.00
Alanap Gal. 2.50 7.25 18.13
Sevin Lbs. 4.80 1.85 8.88
Bravo Qt. 8.00 7.00 56.00
Lime Tons 0.33 16.50 5.44
Machinery Acre 1.00 2.85 2.85
Tractors Acre 1.00 17.19 17.19
Irrigation Machinery Acre 1.00 10.80 10.80
Sub-Total, Pre-Harvest 170.28
Harvest Costs
Plastic Buckets Each 8.00 1.69 13.52
Bushel Baskets Each 148.00 1.00 148.00
Machinery Acre 1.00 21.62 21.62
Sub-Total, Harvest 183.14
Total Variable Costs 353.42
Fixed Costs
Machinery Acre 1.00 17.16 17.16
Tractors Acre 1.00 14.63 14.63
Irrigation Machinery Acre 1.00 72.88 72.88
Total Fixed Costs 104.67
Total Specified Costs 458.09
Returns-/ 399.59
-/Cucumbers produced for and sold in fresh markets.
n /
-'Returns to land, labor, capital, and management.
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Appendix D-Table 10
Estimated Costs and Returns Per Acre for Processed Cucumbers,-/ Using One-
Row Equipment, for Small Farm Model, 1976».
Price or Value
Item Unit Quantity Cost Per or
Unit Cost
(Dollars) (Dollars)
Gross Receipts from Production
Cucumbers Cwt. 119.00 6.50 773.50
Total 773.50
Variable Costs
Pre-Harvest
13-13-13 Lbs. 500.00 0.07 35.50
Seed Lbs. 1.00 8.50 8.50
Ammonium Nitrate Lbs. 100.00 0.07 7.00
Alanap Gal. 2.50 7.25 18.13
Sevin Lbs. 4.80 1.85 8.88
Bravo Qt. 8.00 7.00 56.00
Lime Tons 0.33 16.50 5.44
Machinery Acre 1.00 2.93 2.93
Tractors Acre 1.00 17.46 17.46
Irrigation Machinery Acre 1.00 10.80 10.80
Sub-Total, Pre-Harvest 170.64
Harvest Costs
Plastic Buckets Each 8.00 1.69 13.52
Sacks Each 80.00 0.31 24.80
Machinery Acre 1.00 36.23 36.23
Sub-Total, Harvest 74.55
Total Variable Costs 245.19
Fixed Costs
Machinery Acre 1.00 24.17 24.17
Tractors Acre 1.00 14.86 14.86
Irrigation Machinery Acre 1.00 72.88 72.88
Total Fixed Costs 111.91
Total Specified Costs 357.10
2/Returns- 416.40
-/Cucumbers produced for and sold in processed markets.
-/Returns to land, labor, capital, and management.
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Appendix D-Table 11
Estimated Costs and Returns Per Acre for Fresh Tomatoes,-/ Using One-Row
Equipment, for Small Farm Model, 1976.
Item Unit Quantity
Price or 
Cost Per 
Unit
Value
or
Cost
(Dollars) (Dollars)
Gross Receipts from Production
Tomatoes
Total
Cwt. 93.00 24.00 2298.96
2298.96
Variable Costs 
Pre-Harvest
Seed Lbs. 0.25 25.00 6.25
Green House Acre 1.00 231.00 231.00
Twine Acre 1.00 136.50 136.50
Stakes 100 12.00 15.00 180.00
13-13-13 Lbs. 500.00 0.07 35.50
Ammonium Nitrate Lbs. 150.00 0.07 10.50
Bravo (Fung.) Pt. 12.00 3.50 42.00
Thiodan (Insect.) Gal. 3.00 11.25 33.75
Treflan (Herb.) Pt. 1.50 3.06 4.59
Lime Tons 0.33 16.50 5.44
Machinery Acre ' 1.00 3.01 3.01
Tractors Acre 1.00 18.16 18.16
Irrigation Machinery 
Sub-Total, Pre-Harvest
Acre 1.00 3.70 3.70
710.39
Harvest Costs
Plastic Buckets Each 8.00 1.69 13.52
Lugs Each 166.00 0.67 . 111.22
Machinery
Sub-Total, Harvest 
Total Variable Costs
Acre 1.00 28.31 28.31
153.05
863.44
Fixed Costs
Machinery Acre 1.00 20.85 20.85
Tractors Acre 1.00 15.45 15.45
Irrigation Machinery 
Total Fixed Costs
Total Specified Costs
Returns-/
Acre 1.00 68.30 68.30
104.60
968.04
1330.92
-/Tomatoes produced for and sold in fresh markets.
-/Returns to land, labor, capital, and management.
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Appendix D-Table 12
Estimated Costs and Returns Per Acre for Fresh Bell Peppers,-/ Using One
Row Equipment, for Small Farm Model, 1976.
Item Unit Quantity
Price or 
Cost Per 
Unit
Value
or
Cash
(Dollars) (Dollars)
Gross Receipts from Production
Bell Peppers Cwt. 47.00 17.94 843.18
Total 843.18
Variable Crops
Pre-Harvest
Seed Lbs. 0.25 21.00 5.25
Cold Frame Sq. Ft. 700.00 0.07 52.50
12-24-12 Lbs. 550.00 0.07 38.50
Lime Tons 0.33 16.50 5.44
Ammonium Nitrate Lbs-i> 100.00 0.07 7.00
Treflan Pt. 1.50 3.06 4.59
Zineb (Fung.) Lbs. 12.00 5.20 62.40
Sevin (Insect.) Lbs. 20.00 1.85 37.00
Custom Transplant Acre 1.00 7.70 7.70
Machinery Acre 1.00 2.87 2.87
Tractors Acre 1.00 17.45 : 17.45
Irrigation Machinery Acre 1.00 2.96 2.96
Sub-Total, Pre-Harvest 243.67
Harvest Costs
Plastic Buckets Each 8.00 1.69 13.52
Bushel Baskets Each 188.00 1.00 188.00
Machinery Acre 1.00 14.31 14.31
Sub-Total, Harvest 215.83
Total Variable Costs 459.50
Fixed Costs
Machinery Acre 1.00 13.97 13.97
Tractors Acre 1.00 14.85 14.85
Irrigation Machinery Acre 1.00 54.64 54.64
Total Fixed Costs 83.46
Total Specified Costs 542.96
Returns-/ 300.22
-/Bell peppers produced for and sold in fresh markets.
2 /-'Returns to land, labor, capital, and management.
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Appendix D-Table 13
Estimated Costs and Returns Per Acre for Processed Hot Peppers,-/ Using
One-Row Equipment, for Small Farm Model, 1976.
Item Unit Quantity
Price or 
Cost Per 
Unit
Value
or
Cost
(Dollars) (Dollars)
Gross Receipts from Production
Hot Peppers Cwt. 45.00 16.00 720.00
Total 720.00
Variable Costs
Pre-Harvest
13-13-13 Lbs. 500.00 0.07 35.50
Ammonium Nitrate Lbs. 150.00 0.07 10.50
Seed Lbs. 2.00 21.00 42.00
Enide (Herb.) Lbs. 10.00 3.25 32.50
Zineb (Fung.) Lbs. 12.00 5.20 62.40
Sevin (Insect.) Lbs. 20.00 1.85 37.00
Lime Tons 0.33 16.50 5.44
Machinery Acre 1.00 3.20 3.20
Tractors Acre 1.00 19.21 19.21
Sub-Total, Pre-Harvest 247.75
Harvest Costs
Plastic Buckets Each 8.00 1.69 13.52
Sacks Each 60.00 0.31 18.60
Machinery Acre 1.00 13.70 13.70
Sub-Total, Harvest 45.82
Total Variable Costs 293.57
Fixed Costs
Machinery Acre 1.00 14.32 14.32
Tractors Acre 1.00 16.34 16.35
Total Fixed Costs 30.67
Total Specified Costs 324.24
Returns-/ 395.76
-/Hot Peppers produced for and sold in processed markets.
-/Returns to land, labor, capital, and management.
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Appendix D-Table 14
Estimated Costs and Returns Per Acre for Fresh Crowder Peas,-/ Using One-
Row Equipment, for Small Farm Model, 1976.
Item Unit Quantity
Price or 
Cost Per 
Unit
Value
or
Cost
Gross Receipts from Production
(Dollars) (Dollars)
Crowder Peas 
Total
Cwt. 29.00 14.10 408.90
408.90
Variable Costs 
Pre-Harvest
Seed Lbs. 40.00 0.57 22.80
8-24-24 Lbs. 200.00 0.08 16.20
Sevin Lbs. 5.00 1.85 9.25
Treflan Pt. 1.50 3.06 4.59
Lime Tons 0.33 16.50 5.44
Machinery Acre 1.00 2.33 2.33
Tractors Acre 1.00 14.73 14.73
Irrigation Machinery 
Sub-Total, Pre-Harvest
Acre 1.00 2.22 2.22
77.57
Harvest Costs
Bushel Baskets Each 95.00 1.00 95.00
Sacks Each 30.00 0.31 9.30
Machinery
Sub-total, Harvest 
Total Variable Costs
Acre 1.00 8.83 8.83
113.13
190.70
Fixed Costs
Machinery Acre 1.00 9.96 9.96
Tractors Acre 1.00 12.53 12.53
Irrigation Machinery 
Total Fixed Costs
Total Specified Costs
Returns-/
Acre 1.00 40.98 40.98
63.47
254.17
154.73
-^Crowder Peas produced for and sold in fresh markets.
5 /
-'Returns to land, labor, capital, and management.
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Appendix-Table 15
Estimated Costs and Returns Per Acre for Strawberries, Using One-Row
Equipment, for Small Farm Model, 1976.
Item Unit Quantity
Price or 
Cost Per 
Unit
Value
or
Cost
(Dollars) (Dollars)
Gross Receipts from Production
Strawberries
Total
Flats 1000.00 5.00 5000.00
5000.00
Variable Costs 
Pre-Harvest
Seed (Plants) 1000 6.90 11.00 75.90
Fertilizer:
Before Planting"-' 
After Planting-/
Lbs. 1500.00 0.07 105.00
Lbs. 500.00 0.07 35.00
Lime
Insecticide-/
Tons 0.33 16.50 5.45
Acre 1.00 72.00 72.00
Machinery Acre 1.00 14.63 14.63
Tractor Acre 1.00 17.46 17.46
Irrigation Equipment Acre 1.00 22.64 22.64
Plastic
Sub-Total, Pre-Harvest
Rolls 2.00 45.00 90.00
438.09
Harvest Costs
Flats Each 1000.00 0.60 600.00
Plastic Buckets Each 20.00 1.69 33.80
Tractor Acre 1.00 12.22 12.22
Machinery
Sub-Total, Harvest 
Total Variable Costs
Acre 1.00 16.28 16.28
661.30
1100.38
Fixed Costs
Machinery Acre 1.00 12.68 12.68
Tractors Acre 1.00 8.14 8.14
Irrigation Machinery 
Total Fixed Costs
Total Specified Costs
Returns-/
Acre 1.00 63.76 63.76
84.58
1184.96
3815.04
-/Fertilizers were 8-8-8 or 13-13'-13 or 5-10*-5.
9 /
-'Mostly ammonium nitrate.
3  /-'Mostly servin dust.
-/Returns to land, labor, capital, and management.
221
Appendix D-Table 16
Estimated Costs and Returns Per Acre for Soybeans, Using Two-Row Equip­
ment, for Small Farm Model, 1976.
Item Unit Quantity
Price or 
Cost Per 
Unit
Value
or
Cost
(Dollars) (Dollars)
Gross Receipts from Production 
Soybeans 
Total
Bu. 27.00 6.25 168.75
168.75
Variable Costs 
Pre-Harvest 
Seed
Fertilizer
Lime
Herbicide
Tractor and Machinery 
Sub-Total, Pre-Harvest
Bu.
Lbs.
Tons
Gal.
Acre
1.00
200.00
.33
.25
1.00
10.00
.07
16.50
6.75
11.30
10.00
14.00
5.44
1.69
10.30
41.43
Harvest
Custom Harvest-/ 
Total Variable Costs
Acre 1.00 12.00 12.00
53.43
Fixed Costs
Tractor and Machinery 
Total Fixed Costs
Acre 1.00 15.96 15.96
15.96
Total Specified Costs 69.39
Returns-/ 99.36
-^Includes combine and hauling costs.
2 /-'Returns to land, labor, capital, and management.
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Appendix D-Table 17
Estimated Costs and Returns Per Acre for Renting Land to Soybean Grower or
Growers, for Small Farm Model, 1976.
Item Unit Quantity
Price or 
Cost Per 
Unit
Value
or
Cost
(Dollars) (Dollars)
Gross Receipts from Production 
Soybeans-/
Total
Bu. 9.00 6.25 56.25
56.25
Variable Costs 
Pre-Harvest
Seed and Weed Control 
Sub-Total, Pre-Harvest
Acre 1.00 11.00 11.00
11.00
Harvest
Custom Harvest-/ 
Sub-Total, Harvest 
Total Variable Costs
Acre 1.00 4.00 4.00
4.00 
15.00
Total Specified Costs 15.00
Returns-/ .41.25
-^Yields represent landlord's share of one-third of the total yield.
a /
-'Represents one-third of the actual cost to have an acre of soybeans 
custom harvested.
3 /-'Returns to land, labor, capital, and management.
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Appendix D-Table 18
Estimated Costs and Returns Per Brood Cow, Yearling Calf Beef Cattle
Enterprise, for Small Farm Model, 1976.
Item Unit Quantity
Price or 
Cost Per 
Unit
Value
or
Cost
(Dollars) (Dollars)
Gross Receipts from Production
850(.07)l/Cull Cow Lbs. .24 14.46
Yearling Calf Lbs. 700(.07)-/ .33 161.70
Total 176.16
Variable Costs
Interest on Livestock Dir s. 176.16 .09 15.85
Tractor Operations-/ Hr s. 2.63 1.19 3.13
Truck and Horse Operations Hr s. .34 3.04 1.03
Spray Materials Head 1.00 3.80 3.80
Hay^/ Tons 1.00 20.00 20.00
Salt and Minerals Lbs. 7.03 .06 .42
Commission for Marketing Dir s. .05 176.16 8.81
Pasture Operations
Common Bermuda Acre 2.00 18.69 37.38
Rye Grass (Double Crop) Acre 1.00 34.73 34.73
Total Variable Costs 125.15
Fixed Costs
Tractor Hrs. 2.63 .56 1.46
Truck Hrs. .34 1.00 .34
Sprayer Hrs. .02 .33 .01
Total Fixed Costs 1.81
Total Specified Costs 126.96
Returns-/ 49.20
^Culling rate of 7 percent.
2 /-'Calving rate of 70 percent.
3/-'Tractor used to spray, check herd, feed, put out salt and 
minerals, etc.
-^Custom hire to bale and haul, using conventional baling methods. 
-^Returns to land, labor, capital, and management.
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Appendix D-Table 19
Estimated Costs and Returns Per Brood Cow, Wealing Calf Beef Cattle
Enterprise, for Small Farm Model, 1976.
Item Unit Quantity
Price or 
Cost Per 
Unit
Value
or
Cost
(Dollars) (Dollars)
Gross Receipts from Production 
Cull Cow 
Weanling Calf 
Total
Lbs.
Lbs.
850(.07)-/
400(.07)?-/
.24
.41
14.46
114.80
129.26
Variable Costs
Interest on Livestock 
Tractor Operations-/
Truck and Horse Operations
Spray Materials
Ifaytf
Salt and Minerals 
Commission for Marketing
Dir s.
Hrs.
Hrs.
Head
Tons
Lbs.
Dlrs.
129.26 
2.63
.34
1.00
.75
7.03
129.26
.09
1.19
3.04
3.80
20.00
.06
.05
11.64
3.13
1.03
3.80
15.00
.42
6.47
Pasture Operations 
Common Bermuda 
Rye Grass (Double Crop) 
Total Variable Costs
Acre
Acre
2.00 
: *50
18.69
34.73
37.38
17.3/
96.24
Fixed Costs 
Tractor 
Truck 
Sprayer 
Total Fixed Costs
Hrs.
Hrs.
Hrs.
2.63
.34
.02
.56
1.00
.33
1.46
.34
.01
1.81
Total Specified Costs 95.05
Returns-^ 31.21
-^Culling rate of 7 percent.
2 /-'Calving rate of 70 percent.
-/Tractor used to spray, check herd, feed, put out salt and 
minerals, etc.
-/custom hire to bale and haul, using conventional baling methods. 
-^Returns to land, labor, capital, and management.
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Appendix D-Table 20
Estimated Costs and Returns Per Acre for Rye Grass, Using Two-Row Equip­
ment, for Small Farm Model, 1976.
Item Unit Quantity
Price or 
Cost Per 
Unit
Value
or
Cost
(Dollars) (Dollars)
Gross Receipts from Production-/
Total Acre 1.00 N.A. N.A.
Variable Costs
Seed Acre .35 14.10 4.94
Plant Hrs. .25 .50 .13
Fertilize Hrs. .50 .50 .25
Disk Hrs. 1.05 .27 .28
Harrow Hrs. .82 .05 .04
Clip Hrs. .41 .19 .08
Tractor Hrs. 3.03 1.19 3.60
Fertilizer
Triple 15 Cwt. 2.50 6.80 17.00
Top Dress (45 Percent N) Cwt. 1.60 7.73 12.37
Pickup Truck Hrs. 1.00 3.04 3.04
Interest on Capital Dir s. 19.70 .09 1.77
Total Variable Costs 31.26
Fixed Costs
Tractor and Machinery Acre 1.00 2.47 2.47
Pickup Truck Acre 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total Fixed Costs 3.47
Total Specified Costs 34.73
Returns-/
^Accounted for in beef cattle enterprises.
N.A. - not applicable.
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Appendix D-Table 21
Estimated Costs and Returns Per Acre for Common Bermuda,-/ Using Two-Row
Equipment, for Small Farm Model, 1976.
Item Unit Quantity
Price or 
Cost Per 
Unit
Value
or
Cost
2 /Gross Receipts from Production-'
(Dollars) (Dollars)
Total
Variable Costs 
Clip:
Acre 1.00 N.A. N.A.
Tractor Hrs. .45 1.19 .53
Equipment
Fertilize:
Hrs. .41 .19 .08
Tractor Hrs. .28 1.19 .33
Equipment Hrs. .25 .50 .13
Fertilizer (Triple 15) 
Total Variable Costs
Cwt. 2.50 6.80 17.00
18.07
Fixed Costs
Tractor Hrs. .72 .56 .40
Clipper Hrs. .41 .22 .09
Fertilizer 
Total Fixed Costs
Total Specified Costs 
2 /Returns-'
Hrs. .25 .50 .13
.62
18.69
-/Assumes pasture previously established.
-/Accounted for in beef cattle enterprises.
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SURVEY OF SMALL FARMS IN LAFAYETTE 
AND TANGIPAHOA PARISHES OF LOUISIANA
Department of Agricultural Economics and Agribusiness 
Louisiana State University
SCREENING PAGE
Were your gross farm sales 
last year:
What are your gross farm sales in 
a "normal" year?
Was your family off-farm income 
last year:
Under $1,000 
Between $1,000 and $14,999 
$15,000 and over
Under $1,000 
Between $1,000 and $14,999 
Between $15,000 and $19,999 
$20,000 and over
Under $1,000 
Between $1,000 and $ 4,999 
Between $5,000 and $ 9,999 
$10,000 and over
What is your family off-farm 
income in a "normal" year:
Last year how many days did you work off your
ft ft 1 ftft
Under $1,000 
Between $1,000 and $ 4,999 
Between $5,000 and $ 9,999 
$10,000 and over
farm:
0 Zero days 
0 1 to 49 days 
0 50 to 99 days
0 100 to 149 days 
0 150 to 199 days 
0 200 days and over
Average number of hours worked off farm per day
Parish ____________________________ _________________________
Block ID Number _____________________________________________
Instrument ID _______________________________________________
Interviewer Name ____________________________________________
Interview Date________________________________  Time of Day
Length of Interview ________________________________________
Is spouse present during interview? Yes No
Field Edit
229
INTERVIEWER; Do not ask 1 and 2, but fill in appropriate circle
1) Sex: 0 Male 0 Female
2) Race; 0 White 0 Mexican-American
0 Black 0 Other
0 Oriental
**************************************************************************
3) Do you consider yourself to be: 0 a full-time farmer?
0 a part-time farmer?
0 Other?
4) Were you ever a full-time farmer? 0 Yes 0 No
If yes, for how many years?____________ . What type farm_
5) How long have you been a farmer?
0 Less than 1 year 0 11 to 20 years
0 1 to 5 years 0 21 to 30 years
0 6 to 10 years 0 Over 30 years
INTERVIEWER: If response to question #5 is over ten years, go on to
question #7.
6) What was your previous occupation? ____________________________
How many years did you work at this occupation?
0 Less than 1 year 0 11 to 15 years
0 1 to 5 years 0 16 to 20 years
0 6 to 10 years 0 Over 20 years
7) What other types of occupations have you had?
Job Name Duties
8) What is your age?
0 21 and under 0 45 to 54 years
0 22 to 34 years 0 55 to 64 years
0 35 to 44 years 0 65 years and over
9) What was the highest grade of school you completed?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 and above
What was your major area of study? _____________________________
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10) Did you belong to FFA, NFA, or 4-H? 0 Yes 0 No
11) Did you have Vo Ag training in high school? 0 Yes 0 No
12) Did you have any non-university agricultural, trade school, busi­
ness training, service school or an apprenticeship after high 
school? 0 Yes 0 No
If yes, describe
13) How would you describe your health?
0 Excellent 0 Fair
0 Good 0 Poor
0 Average
14) How long have you lived in this parish?
0 Less than 1 year 0 11 to 15 years
0 1 to 5 years 0 16 to 20 years
0 6 to 10 years 0 Over 20 years
15) How long have you lived on this farm?
0 Less than 1 year 0 11 to 15 years
0 1 to 5 years 0 16 to 20 years
0 6 to 10 years 0 Over 20 years
16) What is your marital status now?
0 Married 0 Separated
0 Divorced 0 Single
0 Widowed
17) Do you have any children? _____  If no, skip question 18.
18) How many children do you have that still live with you? ___________
Sex
Age Male Female
19) Are there other children living in your household? ________________
If yes:
Sex
Age Male Female
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INTERVIEWER: If respondent is not now married, skip all questions marked**
**20) What is your spouse's age?
0 21 years and under 0 45 to 54 years
0 22 to 34 years 0 55 to 64 years
0 35 to 44 years 0 65 years and over
**21) What was the highest grade in school your spouse completed?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 and above
What was his/her major area of study? ___________________________
**22) Did your spouse have any non-university agricultural, trade school, 
or business training after high school?
0 Yes 0 No
**23) How would you describe your spouse's health?
0 Excellent 0 Fair
0 Good 0 Poor
0 Average
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24) How many acres do you operate? Owned
Rented out -
Rented in +
Total operated =
Land use
Acres
planted
Acres
harvested Production
Reason for 
no harvest
Vegetables: 
(for sale)
Field crops
.
Pasture:
Improved
Unimproved
Idle cropland
Woodland
Other non­
cropland
TOTAL
i »
INTERVIEWER: Check total acres planted against total operated above. If 
double-cropped, place "D" in "Acres harvested" columns.
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25) Are there agricultural products that are suitable for production on 
your farm that you are not producing? Yes  No____  Don't know_
If yes, what are they?
Why do you not produce them?
26) Do you think this acreage is adequate for full-time farming purposes?
0 Yes 0 No
If yes, skip to 27.
If no, what are the main things preventing you from expanding your 
farm?
Do you intend to expand your farm into a full-time operation?
0 Yes 0 No
If yes, what will be required to accomplish this change?
If no, why not?
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27) What other things do you consider to be the main limitations to your 
farming operation and how can they be eliminated?
Limitations Means to overcome them
•
28) Do you have a home vegetable garden? 0 Yes 0 No
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29) If question 28 is yes: What vegetables do you grow and what is the
estimated amount produced per year?
Vegetables grown Estimated output
JL
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30) Livestock Inventory
„ , : Bought last : Sold last : Consumed 
Number now ,: year : year : last year
Beef cows
Heifers
Steers
Calves
Bulls
Dairy cows ; i ! -
Heifers
Swine, sows
Weaner pigs
Feeder pigs
Boars
Sheep, ewes
Lambs
Rams
Horses, work
Riding
Laying hens
Broilers
Turkeys
Animal products Amount produced Amount sold Amount consumed
Milk, fluid
Eggs
Wool
N
31) In general, how do you feel about living conditions in this area? 
Would you say it is:
0 An excellent place to live 0 A poor place to live
0 A fairly good place to live 0 A bad place to live
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32) With respect to community problems, have you ever:
0 Talked to public officials 0 Attended meetings in regard
0 Talked to family or friends to a problem
0 Signed a petition 0 None of the above
What do you feel is the most serious problem in this community 
right now? __________________________________________________________
Do you think local officials support your viewpoint on this problem? 
0 Yes 0 No
33) What do you like most about farm life? _____________________________
34) What do you like least about it? ___________________________________
**35) What does your spouse think about living on a farm? _______________
36) What are your retirement plans? ____________________________________
37) I? there a son, daughter, or other relative who will take over the 
farm when you retire? 0 Yes 0 No
If yes, who? ________________________________________________________
38) How do you view the future of farming?
0 Very favorable 0 Somewhat unfavorable
0 Somewhat favorable 0 Very unfavorable
Why? ___________________________
39) How do you view your future in farming?
0 Very favorable 0 Somewhat unfavorable
0 Somewhat favorable 0 Very unfavorable
Why? ________________________________________________________________
40) Would you encourage your children to go into farming as a career?
0 Yes 0 No
41) What do you feel is the main problem in becoming a farmer today?
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42) What do you feel is the main problem in maintaining a farm today?
43) If you could increase your income, which would you prefer?
0 More farm work 0 More off-farm work
44) If you were to increase or start off-farm work, what would happen 
to your gross farm sales?
0 Increase 0 Decrease 0 No change
45) If you wanted to add to your family income through off-farm work, 
what sort of activity would you choose? ____________________________
Are you now qualified for this work? 0 Yes 0 No
If not, how would you become qualified? ____________________________
Where is the nearest place that would have this kind of work?
___________________________ . (town name)
How many miles is this (one way)? __________________________________
46) How much time do you have available for off-farm work and still not 
interfere with your farming operation?
0 Zero days 
0 1-49 days 
0 50-99 days
47) What are some off-farm employment opportunities that exist in this 
area that you are qualified to perform?
1. __________________________________________________________________
2 . ____________________________________________________________
3. __________________________________________________________________
4. __________________________________________________________________
5. __________________________________________________________________
**48) If your spouse wanted to add to your family income through off-farm 
work, what sort of activity would he/she choose? ___________________
Is your spouse qualified for this work? 0 Yes 0 No
If not, how would he/she become qualified? _________________________
Where is the nearest place that would have this kind of work?
_________________________________________________________ (town name)
How many miles is this (one way)? __________________________________
0 100-199 days 
0 200 days and over
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**49) How much time does your spouse have available for off-farm work?
0 Zero days 0 100-199 days
0 1-49 days 0 200 days and over
0 50-99 days
**50) What are some off-farm employment opportunities that exist in this 
area that your spouse is qualified to maintain?
4.
51) Income from off-farm sources (Gross Income)
Source Operator Spouse
Other family member! 
A : B : C
Wage labor
Salary
Self-employed or 
professional
Pension, annuity, retirement
Welfare, food stamps, ADC, etc.
Interest, dividends, etc.
Other
INTERVIEWER: If no income from wages, salaries, or self-employment, skip 
questions 52-55.
52) What is your off-farm occupation and a brief description of the duties 
performed? _____________________________________________________________
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52) (Continued)
Describe as regular full-time, regular part-time, seasonal, occa­
sional, etc. ________________________________________________________
One way distance traveled is _____________ miles.
**53) In the last year how many days did your spouse work off of your 
farm?
0 Zero days 0 100-199 days
0 1-49 days 0 200 days and over
0 50-99 days
What is your spouse's off-farm occupation and a brief description of 
the duties he/she performs? _________________________________________
Describe as regular full-time, regular part-time, seasonal, occa­
sional, etc. _________________________________________________________
One way distance traveled is _______________ miles.
54) Why do you (and/or your spouse) combine farming with off-farm jobs?
55) How many years have you (and/or your spouse) worked at off-farm jobs?
Location _____________________________________________________________
Why did you change from full-time farming? __________________________
56) How do you rate the helpfulness of the local Extension Service to 
farmers in this area?
0 Excellent 0 Fair
0 Good 0 Poor
57) Have you ever attended an Extension Service course? 0 Yes 0 No
58) Would you like to see certain types of courses offered? 0 Yes 0 No 
If yes, what types? __________________________________________________
59) Do you feel that farm organizations in this area are concerned with 
the problems of small farmers? 0 Yes 0 No
60) Are small farmers in this area active in farm organizations?
0 Yes 0 No
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61) Do you receive farm related magazines? 0 Yes 0 No
62) Are you a member of a cooperative? 0 Yes 0 No
Type and name _______________________________________________________
63) Do you share or own equipment on a cooperative basis? 0 Yes 0 No
If yes, what equipment? ____________________________________________
With whom? __________________________________________________________
64) What storage facilities do you have available, especially those that 
have a direct effect on your management practices?
Storage item Age Storage capacity
Estimated 
current value
*
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65) Inventory of machinery and equipment owned or rented by you?
Machinery and equipment
• Rented/:Size of other : Estimated 
^  : owned : description :c u r r e n t  v a l u e
Tractor(s)
Disk plow(s)
Disk tiller(s)
Disk harrow(s)
Drag harrow
Spring tooth harrow
Planter(s)
Fertilizer or lime spreader
Cultivator(s)
Mower
Rake
Hay baler
Duster
Sprayer
Farm shop tools
Truck(s)
Feeder(s)
Special equipment
TOTAL
• • •
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66) Do you belong to any of the following groups or organizations?
Membership Attendance Hold office
Veterans Organizations 
(e.g., VFW, American
Legion, etc.) 0 Yes 0 No 0 Reg 0 Rare 0 Yes 0 No
Social or Fraternal 
Organizations (e.g.,
Elks, Moose, Masons,
etc.) 0 Yes 0 No 0 Reg 0 Rare 0 Yes 0 No
Civic Organizations 
(e.g., Jaycees, Kiwanis,
PTA, etc.) 0 Yes 0 No 0 Reg 0 Rare 0 Yes 0 No
Farm Organizations 
(e.g., NFO, Farm
Bureau, etc.) 0 Yes 0 No 0 Reg 0 Rare 0 Yes 0 No
Trade Organizations 
(e.g., Strawberry
Growers Association) 0 Yes 0 No 0 Reg 0 Rare 0 Yes 0 No
Voluntary and Elected 
Activity on Local
Boards and Commissions 0 Yes 0 No 0 Reg 0 Rare 0 Yes 0 No
67) Farm income and expense (nearest $500).
INTERVIEWER: Read to respondent.
**************************************************************************** 
*We would appreciate your answers to the following two sets of questions * 
*on income and expense items, but they need be only as close as the nearest* 
*$500 or so. Your responses will be combined with those of other respon- * 
*dents in this sample area, and will not be identifiable as yours. *
****************************************************************************
What were the cash expenses of this farm last year? $______________
How much of this was for custom hire?
What were the sales from livestock and livestock products last year? 
$ ________________
What were crop sales last year from this farm? ______________________
How much of the crop sales came from vegetable crops? $_ 
Did you have any income from custom hire last year? $
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Did you have income from machinery rented out? $__________________
Did you have income from land rented out? $_______________________
Did you have income from farm woodlot or tree sales? $____________
Did you have recreation fees of your farm land, such as camping, 
hunting, fishing, etc.? $_________________________________________
Did you receive any crop insurance payments? $___________________
Did you receive any governmen payments? $_________________________
Did you receive any other farm income last year? $_______________
68) Do you intend to expand your off-farm activities until you are out 
of farming all together? 0 Yes 0 No
If yes, what will be required to accomplish this? ________________
If no, why not?
69) How much hired help do you employ on your farm?
Number of employees Time worked
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Hrs/day Day/wk Wks/mo Mos/yr
Full-time 0 0 0 0 0 0 0________________ _____________
Part-time, daily 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 _____________
Part-time, seasonal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 _____________
70) How much did you pay the hired labor?
Labor category
Wage rate or salary per
Hour Day Week Month Year
Full-time
Part-time, daily
Part-time, seasonal
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71) What market outlets did you use: 
For crops:
Type of market Products marketed
Farm market co-op
Local vegetable market
Contract arrangements
Roadside markets
Pick-pack your own
Others (specify):
•
For livestock: Animals marketed
Farm market co-op
Local auction markets
Local buyers
Contract arrangements
Others (specify):
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72) Estimate the total time the hired labor worked on your farm.
Labor category Hours X Days X |Weeks X 
•
Months «= Total X Pay : Labor 
rate =: cost
Full-time
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
Part-time, daily
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
Part-time, seasonal
•
•
•
•
•
•
••
TOTAL labor cost
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
73) Labor was hired to perform what jobs?
Job description
Full
time
Part 
time (d)
Part
time(s)
Custom
hire
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74) Members of your family are used to perform what jobs?
T-,. ... • Family member
o u u  • S p O U S e
75) Do you insure your crops?
If yes, what kind of insurance?
76) Have you had soil tests?
Did you make any adjustments on
If yes, what? _________________
When? ________________ ________
77) Use of inputs:
Last farming season did you use
Commercial fertilizer 
Lime
Animal manure 
Protein concentrate 
Hay
Ensilage 
Hybrid seed 
Commercial seed 
Custom hired operations 
Insecticides
Artificial insemination: 
Beef cows 
Dairy cows 
Haylage
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0 Yes 0 No
0 Yes 0 No
the basis of the advice given?
0 Yes 0 No
Yes No
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
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78) Production practices:
•
A . . f  f_-i T i-1. • Field crops and vegetable crops
Land preparation: :
Date completed :
Equipment used : : : : : : : : : : :
Planting: :
Date completed :
Equipment used or :
planting < method :
Fertilizing: :
Before planting :
Kind of fertilizer :
used :
Amount per acre : : : : : : : : : : :
After planting :
Kind of fertilizer :
used :
Amount per acre :
Insecticide: :
Kind of insecticide :
used :
Amount per acre : : : : : : : : : : :
Herbicide: :
Kind of herbicide :
used :
Amount per acre :
Cultivation: :
Number of times :
Major equipment :
used :
1. :
2. :
3. :
4. : : : : : : : : : :
Hoeing: :
Number of times :
Irrigation: :
Number of times :
Type of system used : : : : : : : : : : :
Custom hire operations: :
1. :
2. : : : : : : : : : : :
3. : : : : : : : : : : :
4. : : : : : : : : : : :
Other production :
practices (specify): :
1. :
2. : : : : : : : : : : :
3. :
4. :
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79) What do you think is the approximate market value of your farm?
$ _____________
80) What do you think is the approximate value of your buildings and 
hours? $ _________
Do you have a mortgage on this farm? 0 Yes 0 No
81) If yes, what is the approximate amount owed? $ ____________________
What type of mortgage lender? ______________________________________
82) Do you currently have an intermediate loan for livestock, machinery, 
etc.? _______________________________________________________________
Lender type _________________________________________________________
What is the approximate amount owed? _______________________________
83) Do you now have an operating or other short-term production loan?
0 Yes 0 No
If yes, what is the approximate amount owed? $_____________________
Type of lender?_______________ _ _____________________________________
84) Would you use more credit if it were available?
0 Yes 0 No
If yes, what for? ___________________________________________________
85) What is the approximate value of your non-farm assets? $__________
What is the approximate amount of your non-farm liabilities?
V
VITA
On February 7, 1940, Samuel Lee Donald was born in Rayville, Loui­
siana. There he received primary and secondary education from Eula D. 
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